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Finding of No Significant Impact
DOI-BLM-UT-G010–2014–0236–EA Finding of No Significant
Impact

Wild Horse Bench Grazing Allotment Permit Renewal and Livestock Conversion

Based on the analysis of potential environmental impacts (per Environmental Assessment Enter
NEPA Number via text entities - here), I have determined that the proposed action with the
mitigation measures described below will not have any significant impacts on the environment
and an environmental impact statement is not required.

Signatures:

Approved by:

Michelle Brown [Date]
Assistant Field Manager,
Resources; Vernal Field Office
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Environmental Assessment 1

1.1. Identifying Information:

This Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared to analyze the livestock grazing permit
for the Wild Horse Bench Allotment currently authorized for livestock grazing to Sportsmen
for Habitat. The EA is a site-specific analysis of potential impacts that could result with the
implementation of a proposed action or alternatives to the proposed action. The EA assists the
BLM in project planning and ensuring compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA), and in making a determination as to whether any “significant” impacts could result
from the analyzed actions. “Significance” is defined by NEPA and is found in regulation 40
CFR 1508.27. An EA provides evidence for determining whether to prepare an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) or a statement of “Finding of No Significant Impact” (FONSI). A FONSI
statement, is a document that briefly presents the reasons why implementation of the selected
alternative will not result in “significant” environmental impacts (effects) beyond those already
addressed in the 2008 Vernal Field Office Resource Management Plan and Record of Decision
(2008 RMP ROD), (October 31, 2008). If the decision maker determines that this project has
“significant” impacts following the analysis in the EA, then an EIS would be prepared for the
project. If not, a Decision Record may be signed for the EA approving the alternative selected.

1.1.1. Wild Horse Bench Grazing Allotment Permit Renewal and
Livestock Conversion Background and Location of Proposed
Action:

Grazing has been authorized for the Wild Horse Bench Allotment through a ten-year grazing
permit. The present permit was issued following an Environmental Assessment UT-080-2007-828
(EA) analysis. This previous EA was initiated in 2007. The action converted the allotment class
of livestock from cattle/sheep to sheep only and combined the previous Lower Showalter and
Wild Horse Bench Allotment into the current “Wild Horse Bench” Allotment. During that time
the Vernal Field Office (VFO) received no comments and/or input identifying Bighorn/domestic
sheep interaction as a potential issue. Subsequently, a Decision Record and Finding of No
Significant Impact was signed March 12, 2009 which authorized winter sheep grazing in the
allotment from October 1 to May 1.

The Wild Horse Bench Allotment (including the Lower Showalter Pasture) is bound on the west
by the Green River and on the East by Willow Creek and Hill Creek. Tribal lands dominate the
Eastern boundary of the area, and this boundary is unfenced. The allotment is permitted from
October 1st to May 1st each year, with a rotation system of three larger pasture areas: South (vice
Lower Showalter), North East and North West. The current class of livestock is sheep. Lower
Showalter was historically sheep country and beginning in the 1960’s began being utilized by
both cattle and sheep by the Showalter brothers. Livestock, and wildlife (Bison) management
issues during the late 1990’s and 2000 years prompted the permittee to request a permanent
change of livestock from cattle to sheep on Lower Showalter. This change was analyzed in
the EA document referenced above.
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Table 1.1. Present Management Situation

Present Management Situation
Allotment

No.

Allotment
Name

Current Permitted
AUMs/Livestock Kind

AUMs allocated
in the RMP ROD

for Wildlife

Season of
Use

Management
System

08808 Wildhorse
Bench

4,619 AUMS/3,298 Sheep 162 (158 Deer, 4
Antelope) – No
Bison AUMs

10/01-5/01 Yes – 3 Pasture
Rotation

Table 1.2. AUMS listed in Appendix J; 2008 RMP/ ROD

Allotment
Pre-2009)

Deer Antelope Bison Wild Horses Allotment
Totals

Lower Showalter 71 0 0 332 403
Wild Horse Bench 87 4 0 381 472
Totals 158 4 0 713

Table 1.3. Pre 2009 Management Situation

Pre- 2009 Management Situation
Permitted AUMs/Livestock
Kind

Percent Public Land Season of Use Management
System

2462/Sheep 100% 11/16 — 4/15 2 sheep pastures
1426/Cattle 100% 2/16 —4/15 none

This document provides the environmental assessment (EA) for authorization to graze livestock
on the Wild Horse Bench Allotment. The period of use for the Proposed Action is in conformance
with the present VFO RMP/ROD. Wild Horse Bench has been assessed for compliance with
Standards of Rangeland Health. Based on this analysis the grazing permit issued to the Sportsmen
for Habitat for the allotments named above, may be cancelled and reissued with modified and/or
additional terms and conditions.

1.1.2. Name and Location of Preparing Office:

Lead Office - Vernal Field Office LLUTG01000

1.1.3. Applicant Name:

The Sportsmen for Habitat Inc. Authorization Number: 4304483

1.2. Purpose and Need for Action:

A grazing permit application has been received from Sportsmen for Habitat to renew their ten-year
grazing permit, and convert their current domestic sheep AUMs to domestic cattle AUMs on the
Wild Horse Bench Allotment. The BLM’s need for the action is to fully process this grazing
permit with terms and conditions for grazing use that would meet, or make significant progress
towards meeting, the Standards and Guidelines for Rangeland Health, Resource Management
Plan, and other pertinent multiple use objectives for the allotment.

Chapter 1 Environmental Assessment Introduction
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Environmental Assessment 3

BLM’s purpose for the proposed action is to allow livestock grazing to continue on the allotment
in a manner that would meet multiple use objectives of the VFO BLM. This would be achieved
through an Allotment Management Plan (AMP) for the allotment and renewing the grazing
permit, Authorization No. 4304483, under the authority of the Taylor Grazing Act (TGA), the
Federal Land Policy Management Act (FLPMA) and the 2008 VFO RMP subsequent to this EA.

Under 43 CFR (Code of Federal Regulations) 4130.2, the BLM is required to offer grazing permits
for a period of ten years, or for the length of the base property lease that is no less than three years.
BLM policy requires that all grazing permits shall be fully analyzed through the NEPA process
using the best available information needed to complete environmental impact analysis. Following
the analysis, grazing permits would be cancelled and reissued with any modifications and/or
additional Terms and Conditions included. Grazing allotments would be managed for compliance
with the Utah Standards for Rangeland Health and the BLM Fundamentals of Rangeland Health.

The purpose of the proposed action is to insure that livestock grazing on the allotment would be
managed in a manner that complies with applicable laws (Section 114 of Public Law 107-67,
TGA, etc.), regulations, and policies including Fundamentals of Rangeland Health (43 CFR 4180)
and Utah’s Standards and Guidelines for Rangeland Health.

Livestock grazing is an accepted and valid use of the BLM range management program, as
provided for by the Taylor Grazing Act (TGA), Federal Land Policy and Management Act
(FLPMA), and the Public Rangelands Improvement Act (PRIA), as amended. Regulations
controlling livestock grazing on public lands are found in 43 CFR 4100. The objective of
these regulations are to, “Promote healthy sustainable rangeland ecosystems; to accelerate
restoration and improvement of public rangelands to properly functioning conditions; to promote
the orderly use, improvement and development of the public lands; to establish efficient and
effective administration of grazing of public rangelands; and to provide for the sustainability
of the western livestock industry and communities that are dependent upon productive, healthy
public rangelands.”

An interdisciplinary (ID) team developed this EA for the purpose of analyzing the potential site
specific effects of livestock grazing on resources that may be affected on the allotment. This
approach is needed to ensure that management actions on public land conform to the appropriate
land use plan, are site specific, and balance uses between different resource values. The
Fundamentals of Rangeland Health (43 CFR 4180) including, watersheds, ecological condition,
water quality, and Threatened & Endangered Species habitat have been analyzed. Utah's
Rangeland Health Standards were assessed on this allotment during the late summer of 2013.

Currently, in accordance with BLM directives, the Vernal Field Office (VFO) is reviewing and
assessing livestock grazing permits for conformance with the 2008 RMP ROD and Utah BLM’s
Standards for Rangeland Health. The BLM is responsible for ensuring that all management
actions on public land conform to the appropriate Land Use Plans, are site specific, and balance
the use of different resource values.

1.3. Relationship to other Statutes, Regulations and Plans:

“Compliance with all applicable laws and regulations”, is the policy of the BLM. This includes
consultation, coordination and cooperation with affected individuals, interested publics, States
and Indian Tribes, completion of the applicable level of NEPA review; and consultation with the

Chapter 1 Environmental Assessment Introduction
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United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) under Section 7 of the Endangered Species
Act, as appropriate.

The allotment being evaluated for use has been determined to be open for livestock grazing
as per the 2008 Record of Decision for the Vernal Field Office Resource Management Plan.
Specifically, the following Decisions:

● GRA-1: Requests from permittees to convert class of livestock will be handled as follows:
......In areas where fencing will be required, conversion will be contingent upon signed fence
agreement and fences will be in place prior to issuance of permit to graze. The applicant(s)
requesting the conversion will be responsible to fund the fencing and cattle guards/gates and to
construct and maintain fences....

● GRA-11: Develop management plans and/or grazing agreements for livestock allotments to
allow flexibility in grazing management which may include consolidation of allotments, change
in seasons of use and reduction and/or consolidation of grazing allotments and pastures.

● WL–38:Allotments near current or potential Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep habitat, where
future transplants are likely to occur, will be considered for conversion from domestic sheep
grazing to cattle grazing, as cattle are the preferred livestock within 10 miles of bighorn sheep
habitat areas. Conversion will only be done in cooperation with affected parties.

The allotment has been managed and would continue to be in accordance with laws, regulations
and policies that manage cultural and historical resources. All new grazing facilities since 1980,
including fences, water facilities, etc. have been subject to Archaeological Class III inventory
and consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and would continue on
new range improvements.

The alternatives within this EA consider 43 CFR 4100.0-8, which states, in part, “The authorized
officer shall manage livestock grazing on public lands under the principle of multiple use and
sustained yield, and in accordance with applicable land use plans.” The alternatives also consider
43 CFR 4130.2(a) which states, in part, “Grazing permits or leases shall be issued to qualified
applicants to authorize use on the public lands and other lands under the administration of
the BLM that are designated as available for livestock grazing through land use plans.” More
specifically, 43 CFR 4110.3 directs the authorized officer to “…periodically review the grazing
preference specified in a grazing permit or lease and make changes in the grazing preference as
needed to manage, maintain or improve rangeland productivity, to assist in making progress
towards restoring ecosystems to properly functioning conditions, to conform with the land use
plans…, or to comply with the provisions of subpart 4180 of this part” dealing with rangeland
health standards.

Regulations found in 43 CFR 4180.2(b) direct the Utah State Director, in consultation
with affected BLM resource advisory councils to develop state rangeland health standards.
Subsequent to these regulations, BLM approved the following standards for rangeland health for
BLM-administered public lands in Utah (BLM, 1997):

● Standard 1: Upland soils exhibit permeability and infiltration rates that sustain or improve site
productivity, considering the soil type, climate, and landform.

● Standard 2: Riparian and wetland areas are in properly functioning condition. Stream channel
morphology and functions are appropriate to soil type, climate and landform.

Chapter 1 Environmental Assessment Introduction
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● Standard 3: Desired species, including native, threatened, endangered, and special-status
species, are maintained at a level appropriate for the site and species involved

● Standard 4: BLM will apply and comply with water quality standards established by the State
of Utah (R.317-2) and the Federal Clean Water and Safe Drinking Water Acts. Activities
on BLM lands will fully support the designated beneficial uses described in the Utah Water
Quality Standards (R.317-2) for surface and groundwater

The proposed alternatives would be in compliance with these standards because it would maintain
current conditions that support these standards as well as incorporate a rotation grazing system.

In addition, the alternatives comply with the following laws and/or agency regulations, other
plans, and are consistent with Federal, State and local laws, regulations, and plans to the
maximum extent possible.

● Taylor Grazing Act (TGA) of 1934. The proposed action and alternatives conforms to the
following sections:

○ Sec. 1, “…the Secretary of the Interior is authorized, in his discretion, by order to establish
grazing districts or additions thereto and/or to modify the boundaries thereof,…which in his
opinion are chiefly valuable for grazing…”.

○ Sec. 3, “The Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized to issue or cause to be issued
permits to graze livestock on such grazing districts…Such permits shall be for a period of
not more than ten years,… in the discretion of the Secretary of the Interior, who shall specify
from time to time numbers of stock and seasons of use.

● Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.) The
proposed action and alternatives conforms to the following section:

○ Sec. 402, “… permits and leases for domestic livestock grazing on public lands issued by
the Secretary … shall be for a term of ten years subject to such terms and conditions the
Secretary concerned deems appropriate and consistent with the governing law, including,
but not limited to, the authority of the Secretary concerned to cancel, suspend, or modify a
grazing permit or lease, in whole or in part, pursuant to the terms and conditions thereof, or
to cancel or suspend a grazing permit or lease for any violation of a grazing regulation or
of any term or condition of such grazing permit or lease.”

● Public Rangelands Improvement Act (PRIA) of 1978

● Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 as amended

● 43 CFR 4100 Grazing Administration

● Standards of Quality for Waters of the State, R317-2-6, Utah Administrative Code, December
1997

● Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (as amended)

● National Environmental Policy Act of 1969

● BLM Utah Riparian Management Policy, UT-2005-091, September 2005

Chapter 1 Environmental Assessment Introduction
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Alternatives considered in detail in the EA would be consistent with Uintah County’s (2005
General Plan) and Grand County’s (2012 General Land Use Plan) general planning objectives.
The proposed action and alternatives are also in compliance with the Grand County Master
Plan (adopted 2012). This designates the land within the allotments as open for economic uses
such as livestock grazing.

Alternatives considered in this EA would be consistent with Uintah County’s General Land Use
Plan, as amended in 2007 relative to public land concerns: Alternatives considered in detail in the
EA would be consistent with the County’s general planning objectives which state:

● To support the wise use, conservation and protection of public lands and its resources.

● To insure that the management is accomplished with the full participation of the County and is
supported by tested and true scientific data.

● To insure that public lands are managed for multiple use and sustained yield and to prevent
waste of natural resources.

● To support agriculture on public lands as part of our custom, culture, and heritage, and
recognize it as an important segment of our local economy, as well as providing for a secure
national food supply.

1.4. Identification of Issues

Identification of issues for this assessment was accomplished by considering the resources that
could be affected by implementation of one of the alternatives on an allotment basis, as well as
through involvement with the public and input from a BLM interdisciplinary team (Appendix A).

Public involvement consisted of posting the proposal on the E-planning NEPA Register. The
permittee and interested public were notified of rangeland health assessment dates. However, the
BLM has received no comments from the public or interested publics to date.

Appendix A contains a checklist of all resources considered. Particularly important is the
consideration of the Critical Elements of the Human Environment. These elements are subject to
the requirements specified in statute or executive order and must be considered in all EA’s (BLM
H-1790-1). Potentially impacted resources identified through the scoping process listed above
are summarized below. Other resource issues considered during preparation of this analysis that
would not be affected by the proposed action are identified in Appendix A.

Identification of issues for this assessment was accomplished by considering the resources that
could be affected by implementing the proposed action, as well as through involvement with the
public and input from a BLM interdisciplinary team (Appendix 1). Public involvement consisted
of posting the proposal in the BLM’s E-Planning system; as well as initiating communication
with all Interested Parties on August 25, 2014. Interested parties were communicated with
regarding any issues pertaining to the proposed alternatives developed for analysis. However,
the BLM received no comments from the public other than the grazing permittee, the State
of Utah Institutional Trust Lands Administration (SITLA) and the Utah Division of Wildlife
Resources (UDWR).

Appendix A contains a checklist of all resources considered but not necessarily analyzed. These
elements are subject to the requirements specified in statute or executive order and must be

Chapter 1 Environmental Assessment Introduction
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considered in all EA’s. See Chapter 5 for a list of parties contacted during the course of the
environmental assessment. Issues identified through the process described above were:

1.4.1. Environmental Justice

Potential impacts may occur to the Ute Tribe’s Bighorn Sheep population which is a source of
revenue for the tribe, if Alternative B is selected.

1.4.2. Livestock Grazing & Rangeland Health Standards

Potential impacts to livestock grazing administration on the Wild Horse Bench Allotment may
occur as a result of the proposed action.

1.4.3. Plants: BLM Sensitive Species

The proposed action has the potential to impact BLM-sensitive plant species within the allotment.

1.4.4. Plants: Threatened, Endangered, Proposed or Candidate
(TECP) Species

The proposed action has the potential to impact TECP plant species within the allotment.

1.4.5. Plants: Upland Vegetation

The proposed action has the potential to impact the upland vegetation plant communities on
the Wild Horse Bench Allotment.

1.4.6. Wild Horses and Burros

The proposed project has the potential to both negatively and positively impact the existing Wild
Horses in the Hill Creek Herd Area (HCHA) those impacts are determined by the alternative
chosen by the Authorized Officer.

1.4.7. Wildlife: Migratory Birds

Potential impacts may occur as a result of the proposed action due to foraging and nesting habitat
being present throughout the Wild Horse Bench Allotment.

1.4.8. Wildlife: Non-USFWS Designated Species

The BLM and DWR have identified Habitat for big game species (mule deer, Rocky Mountain
elk, Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep, pronghorn antelope, and bison) in addition to white-tailed
prairie dog colonies.

Chapter 1 Environmental Assessment Introduction
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1.5. Summary

Other resource issues that would not be affected by the proposed action are identified in Appendix
A — The Interdisciplinary Checklist.

This chapter has presented the Purpose and Need of the proposed project, as well as the relevant
issues, i.e., those elements that could be affected by the implementation of the proposed project.
The Proposed Action Alternative was developed to meet the purpose and need of the applicant, and
is presented in Chapter 2. The potential environmental impacts or consequences resulting from
the implementation of this action are then analyzed in Chapter 4 for each of the identified issues.

Chapter 1 Environmental Assessment Introduction
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This project will analyze the impacts associated with the proposed action submitted by the
Sportsmen for Habitat Consevation Group and associated other "Action" alternatives. The
proposed action is a request for the grazing permit for Wild Horse Bench to be renewed under new
terms and conditions; specifically, conversion of sheep AUMs to cattle AUMS, under the prior
preface that possible impacts to a bighorn sheep herd may be minimized in the future if direct
livestock to bighorn encounters occur. Other alternatives that are considered valid for analysis
are: Alternative B: Continued management of the allotment for domestic sheep; No Grazing
Alternative: Removing the livestock preference from the allotment and converting existing
livestock AUMs to wildlife and wild horse AUMS

2.1. Alternative A (Proposed Action): Convert Sheep AUMs to
Cattle AUMs

This project will analyze the impacts associated with the proposed action submitted by the
Sportsmen for Habitat Consevation Group and associated other "Action" alternatives. The
proposed action is a request for the grazing permit for Wild Horse Bench to be renewed under new
terms and conditions; specifically, conversion of sheep AUMs to cattle AUMS, under the prior
preface that possible impacts to a bighorn sheep herd may be minimized in the future if direct
livestock to bighorn encounters occur. Other alternatives that are considered for analysis are:
Alternative B: Continued management of the allotment for domestic sheep with reduced AUMs;
Alternative C: No Grazing — Remove the livestock preference from the allotment and convert
existing livestock AUMs to wildlife and wild horse AUMS.

Alternative A specifically, will analyze the conversion of domestic sheep AUMs to cattle AUMs
as well as renew the grazing permit on the Wild Horse Bench Allotment for a period of 10 years.
The Proposed Action also includes the following items for analysis within this document:

● Adjustment of allocated AUMS to reflect the 42.65% of active use during the last six “use”
years on the allotment by domestic sheep. However, the AUMs may be gradually increased
over time if the change of livestock has a documented positive impact on overall rangeland
resource health.

● Prior to utilizing the area for cattle a fence will be constructed to BLM and DWR specifications
(~11 miles) along the boundary of the Ute Tribal lands and BLM lands on the Eastern portion
of the Allotment and installing necessary gates and cattleguards; this proposed fence line will
also include a gap fence at the top of the Alger’s Pass switchback.

○ The cattle-guards will be fitted according to Wild Horse and Burro (WHB) Best Management
Practices (BMP) with 1 inch rebar installed between the sections of the grates to alleviate
impacts to tribal owned and/or BLM wild horses that travel throughout the area between
Hill Creek and the Green River.

○ The fence would be built with specifications suggested by Big Game wildlife specialists.

○ The fence will serve a dual purpose as a grazing delineation fence and an administrative
boundary between Ute Tribal owned lands and BLM administered lands.

● Reconstructing the prior Allotment boundary fence between the previous Lower Showalter
and Wild Horse Allotment that existed until the 2009 EA that previously renewed the grazing
permit; incorporating wildlife stipulations and WHB BMPs for cattleguard installation.

Chapter 2 Proposed Action and Alternatives
Alternative A (Proposed Action): Convert

Sheep AUMs to Cattle AUMs
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○ . If the fence is not reconstructed, a herder will be required to keep cattle in designated
“pasture” areas.

● Acknowledging the current three pasture areas that have been delineated in the past: 1) Lower
Showalter; 2)East Wild Horse Bench Pasture; and 3) West Wild Horse Bench Pasture with an
associated Grazing Management System (GMS). Under this alternative the permittee will be
accepting a “Grazing Management Agreement” acknowledging the deferred rest/rotation
system of the three main pastures. It is acknowledged under this alternative that the rotation
schedule may change to adapt to the new class of livestock grazing on the allotment. These
changes would be noted from compliance, monitoring and permittee discussions.

● Maintaining necessary reservoirs for the operation of the livestock operation through
Cooperative Agreements and subsequent Range Improvement Permits. Any existing reservoirs
that are not determined to be necessary for the livestock operation will be offered to the UDWR
for wildlife use or will be reclaimed.

The mandatory terms and conditions of the new permit are stated in the table below:

Table 2.1. Alternative A: Permit Mandatory Terms and Conditions

Allotment
Number

Allotment
Name

Livestock Grazing
Period

Allocation Information

Number Kind Begin End %PL Type Use AUMS
08808 Wildhorse

Bench
280 Cattle 10/01 05/01 100 Active 1970

The AUMs may be increased in the the future, if long term monitoring reflects that climatic
patterns have shifted away from drought and that successful reclamation of oil and gas
development of disturbed areas has occurred. Both situations would be reflected in the available
amount of perennial forage species specific for either class of livestock.

Table 2.2. Proposed Pasture Area Rotations

Pasture Rotation Schedule for Wildhorse Bench Allotment Under Alternative A

*subject to alteration for unforeseeable seasonal shifts in local climate/weather such as drought and/or severe
winter conditions
Year Northwest Northeast South (Lower Showalter

Area)
2015 (Fall) — 2016
(Spring)

10/01–11/24 11/25–01/23 01/24–05/01

2016 (Fall) — 2017
(Spring)

03/08–05/01 10/01–11/29 11/30–03/07

2017 (Fall) — 2018
(Spring)

01/07–03/03 03/04–05/01 10/01–01/06

Repeat Sequence for
Subsequent Years

*Move dates subject to consideration based on recommendations at annual operator
meeting with BLM range staff

Terms and conditions of the new permit other than the mandatory ones listed above would include
those listed on the existing permit (see Appendix C)asStandard terms and conditions as well as
those that address site specific issues such as:
Chapter 2 Proposed Action and Alternatives
Alternative A (Proposed Action): Convert Sheep
AUMs to Cattle AUMs
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● Grazing privileges on the Wildhorse Bench Allotment are subject to an annual Grazing
Management Agreement that incorporates deferred spring rest on one of the three pastures
each year.

● Changes to the proposed grazing schedule for climatic or other management issues would
require approval in writing by the VFO range program Authorized Officer.

● Move dates would be subject to consideration based on recommendations at permittee and
BLM range staff meetings.

● Advanced billing would continue.

● No livestock camps, attractants or supplements (i.e. salt, mineral, molasses, reservoirs, tanks or
corrals) would be allowed within 660 feet of sensitive plant populations.

● The permit will not be utilized without a full time rider or herder prior to the complete
construction of the Ute Tribal boundary fence line.

● Reconstructing the prior Allotment boundary fence between the previous Lower Showalter
and Wild Horse Allotment that existed until the 2009 EA that previously renewed the grazing
permit; incorporating wildlife stipulations and WHB BMPs for cattleguard installation. If the
fence is not reconstructed, a full time herder will be required to keep cattle in designated
“pasture” areas.

● After a minimum of five consecutive years of full permitted cattle use, AUMs may be gradually
increased if: 1) Monitoring indicates that the conversion of sheep to cattle on the allotment has
had a positive effect on native forage species and 2) Rangeland Health Standards are met.

2.2. Alternative B: Maintain Sheep as Kind of Livestock

This alternative would maintain the type of livestock as domestic sheep and AUMs would
be reduced to reflect the loss of AUMs due to Mineral Development as well as documented
actual use by the previous permittees. Under this alternative a fence along the 11 miles of tribal
boundary will also be proposed, as described in Section 2.1. The purpose of the fence would be
to alleviate issues in the future regarding compliance of BLM permitted and tribal permitted
livestock along the Hill Creek corridor.

Table 2.3. Alternative B: Permit Mandatory Terms and Conditions

Allotment
Number

Allotment
Name

Livestock Grazing
Period

Allocation Information

Number Kind Begin End %PL Type Use AUMS
08808 Wildhorse

Bench
1406 Sheep 10/01 05/01 100 Active 1970

The AUMs may be increased in the the future, if long term monitoring reflects that climatic
patterns have shifted away from drought and that successful reclamation of oil and gas
development of disturbed areas has occurred. Both situations would be reflected in the available
amount of perennial forage species specific for either class of livestock.

Chapter 2 Proposed Action and Alternatives
Alternative B: Maintain Sheep as Kind of Livestock
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Other terms and conditions of the new permit other than the mandatory ones listed above would
be the same as the existing permit (see Appendix C). These would include Standard terms and
conditions as well as those that address site specific issues such as:

● Grazing privileges on the Wildhorse Bench Allotment are subject to an annual Grazing
Management Agreement that incorporates deferred spring rest on one of the three pastures
each year.

● No livestock camps, attractants or supplements (i.e. salt, mineral, molasses, reservoirs, tanks or
corrals) would be allowed within 200 meters of sensitive plant populations.

Table 2.4. Current Rotation for Pasture Areas

Pasture Rotation Schedule for Wildhorse Bench Allotment

*subject to alteration for unforeseeable seasonal shifts in local climate/weather such as drought and/or severe
winter conditions
Year Northwest Northeast South (Lower Showalter

Area)
2015 (Fall) — 2016
(Spring)

10/01–11/24 11/25–01/23 01/24–05/01

2016 (Fall) — 2017
(Spring)

03/08–05/01 10/01–11/29 11/30–03/07

2017 (Fall) — 2018
(Spring)

01/07–03/03 03/04–05/01 10/01–01/06

Repeat Sequence for
Subsequent Years

*Move dates subject to consideration based on recommendations at annual operator
meeting with BLM range staff

2.3. Alternative C: No Grazing — Reallocate Livestock AUMs to
Wildlife and Wild Horses

This Alternative would reauthorize the existing grazing preference (AUMs) to Livestock and Wild
Horses. The existing 4619 preference sheep AUMs would be reallocated on a sixty forty split;
(60 % to wildlife and 40% to wild horses). The re-establishment of an Appropriate Management
Level (AML); however, for Wild Horses within the Hill Creek Herd Area would require further in
depth NEPA analysis such as a Resource Management Plan Amendment.

Under this alternative no fence is proposed; however, at a later date the VFO BLM may pursue
that endeavor for other administrative issues.

Chapter 2 Proposed Action and Alternatives
Alternative C: No Grazing — Reallocate Livestock
AUMs to Wildlife and Wild Horses
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3.1. Introduction

This section provides information to assist the reader in understanding the existing environment
and current grazing management on the allotment. The resources identified below include the
relevant physical and biological conditions that may be affected with implementation of either
one of the alternatives described in Chapter 2.

3.2. General Setting

Wild Horse Bench is located in Uintah County, ~ 10 miles south of Ouray, Utah. The allotment
consists primarily of arid upland habitat intersected by small to moderate washes with scattered
bench areas. Elevations range from 4600 feet to 6000 feet. Average annual precipitation is
approximately 8 inches; however, climate shifts are impacting “average” precipitation totals
throughout the area. Precipitation is primarily received in the late summer (monsoonal moisture)
and winter months. Soils are generally desert sand loam and semi-desert shallow loams with
scattered areas of clays and badlands type sand stone outcrops. The Green River is less than a half
mile west of the allotment. Willow Creek borders the northeast side of the allotment and Hill
Creek borders the allotment to the southeast. The Hill Creek Extension of the Ute Trust Lands
border the allotment on the east side. The southern portion of the allotment is located within the
Hill Creek Herd Area for wild horses; however, no topographic break is present on the boundary.
Horse are found scattered throughout the allotment in family bands and move between Hill Creek
and the Green River as there is no existing perennial water source on the allotment.

3.3. Resources/Issues Brought Forward for Analysis

3.3.1. Environmental Justice

Sheep grazing has been authorized for the Wild Horse Bench Allotment through a ten-year
grazing permit. Bighorn die-off has been attributed to overgrazing, human encroachment,
and disease transmission from domestic sheep as documented and described in the wildlife
section. The Ute Tribe benefits financially from Big Horn Sheep in that the Ute Indian Tribe
Outfitting and Guide Service offers Big Horn Sheep hunts, which have a minimum starting
bid of $45,000.

3.3.2. Livestock Grazing & Rangeland Health Standards

The Wild Horse Bench Allotment (including the Lower Showalter Pasture) is currently permitted
for 4,619 domestic sheep AUMs from October 1st to May 1st each year, with a rotation system of
three larger pasture areas: South (vice Lower Showalter), North East and North West. The current
class of livestock is sheep. Lower Showalter was historically sheep country, however, during
the 1960’s began being utilized by both cattle and sheep by the Showalter brothers. Livestock,
and wildlife (Bison) management issues during the late 1990’s and 2000 years prompted the
prior permittees (Maneotis and Jensen) to request a permanent change of livestock from cattle
to sheep on Lower Showalter. An Environmental Assessment (EA-UT-080–2007–0828) was
written and finalized in 2009 managing the area combined with Wild Horse Bench as one large
sheep allotment. The Allotment is currently referred to as the Wild Horse Bench Allotment
There is very little grazing infrastructure throughout the area (no fencing and/or reliable water

Chapter 3 Affected Environment:
Introduction
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developments); however, this has been manageable utilized by domestic sheep during the winter
months on snow. Other BLM allotments in the area are managed for domestic sheep grazing and
those permits have recently been fully processed with NEPA documents.

Water availability is sparse. Historic reservoirs within the allotment are usually dry. Bison and
wild horses move freely between tribal and BLM lands for water sources as snows become dry in
the mid-winter months; sheep are constantly moved in bands by herders to avoid tribal lands.
The reservoirs hold water during summer rains and typically dry rapidly as they are shallow and
without a salted and/or clay base. In regards to wildlife and wild horses: 1)Water is available on
the Northern portion of the allotment at the Green River (Green River AMP Allotment) and along
Hill Creek (Ute Tribal lands) and a guzzler near Kings Canyon on the Lower Showalter portion of
Wild Horse Bench; 2)Water availability for the Southeastern region consists of Hill Creek (tribal
land) and Willow Creek (mixed land status – tribal, BLM, private).

The previous permittee(s) have been unable to utilize full AUMs for the last 10 years due
to drought conditions, harsh winters, and large scale oil and natural gas mineral exploration
activities, specifically, throughout the Northern portion of the Allotment. Utilization of the
allotment has averaged ~42.65% of active permitted use

The grazing administration of the area is complicated due to a lack of a physical boundary (i.e.
fence) between BLM and SITLA managed lands and those surface lands owned and managed by
the Ute Tribe. Livestock trespass and loss is common throughout the area.

Rangeland Health Standards were assessed during 2014 (See Appendix E) as well as the
establishment of long term vegetation monitoring sites within those ecological sites. The
allotment is associated with upland ecological sites; no riparian sites occur on the allotment
therefore, riparian evaluation was not applicable for standard assessment. There are no perennial
water sources located on the allotment; therefore water quality assessment for the allotment
evaluation is not applicable. However, the large mesa of the Wild Horse Bench is surrounded
by very steep broken topographic slopes that eventually drain West to Green River and East to
Willow Creek. Both of these water courses are listed as impaired (303 D) systems by the State
of Utah. The current integrated report on Utah water quality 303 (D) list of impaired water
bodies can be found at the current website address: http://www.deq.utah.gov/ProgramsServices/
programs/water/wqmanagement/assessment/currentIRoct.htm. The impairment of the Green
River —3 (UT14060005–009), and Willow Creek (UT14060006–001) are not attributed to
livestock use; rather geologic occurrence of sediment containing aluminum, boron and iron.

The assessment of standards concluded that the allotment is meeting the standards that are
applicable for evaluation, and that recent drought has impacted the overall vegetation community.
No livestock use had occurred for the 2013–1014 grazing season; however herbivory did occur on
vegetation from wild horses and wildlife; specifically, a wintering bison herd. Drought effects
were noted and monitored for during the last 5 years.

3.3.3. Plants: BLM-Sensitive Species

Graham’s catseye (Cryptantha grahamii)

Graham’s catseye is a Utah BLM sensitive plant species, endemic to the Uinta Basin. This
member of the borage family is a perennial herb growing 15 to 25 cm tall. White flowers develop
from May to June. The species grows on shale outcrops of the Green River formation in
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association with mixed desert shrub, sagebrush, pinyon-juniper, and mountain brush communities
at 5,000 to 7,400 feet in elevation. Three locations of Graham’s catseye are documented within
the Wild Horse Bench allotment.

Graham’s Beardtongue (Penstemon grahamii)

Graham’s beardtongue is a perennial herb and member of the plantain family (formally a member
of the figwort family). It is currently a BLM-sensitive species and is covered by the Conservation
Agreement and Strategy for Graham’s Beardtongue (Penstemon grahamii) and White River
Beardtongue (P. scariosus var. albifluvis) (2014). It is endemic to the Uinta Basin in northeast
Utah and adjacent western Colorado. This species is a perennial herb consisting of one to several
shoots growing to 20 centimeters tall from a tap-rooted caudex. The species produces pinkish or
lavender flowers from mid-May to mid-June.

Graham’s beardtongue grows on weathered exposures of oil-shale associated with the Green
River Formation between 4,600 and 6,800 feet elevation. Associated vegetation communities
include: shadscale, Eriogonum, horsebrush, ryegrass, and pinyon-juniper communities. About
470 Graham’s beardtongue (approximately 1 percent of the known population) are documented
within the Wild Horse Bench allotment. About 1,341 acres of the Sand WashBeardtongue
Conservation Area Unit are located within the Wild Horse Bench allotment.

3.3.4. Plants: Threatened, Endangered, Proposed or Candidate
Species

Uinta Basin hookless cactus (Sclerocactus wetlandicus)

Uinta Basin hookless cactus is a perennial that occurs as a solitary, unbranched,
round-to-elongate/cylindric succulent stem usually 1.25–3.5 inches in diameter by 2 to 5 inches
tall that produces pink to violet flowers from late April to May (Heil and Porter 2004). Observed
pollinators include bees, beetles, ants, and flies. Seed dispersal vectors include gravity, ants, birds,
rodents, precipitation, and surface water flows. It is theorized that seed dispersal is a limiting
factor in the distribution of the species (USFWS 1990). Very little is known about the factors
affecting the distribution and long-term population dynamics of the Uinta Basin hookless cactus.

Information on the habitat requirements and distribution of this species has been rapidly changing
as more studies and surveys are conducted in the Uinta Basin. Currently, the species is known to
occur on Quaternary and Tertiary alluvium soils overlain with cobbles and pebbles of the Duchesne
River, Green River, and Uinta Formations between 4,500 to 6,600 feet amsl (BLM 2008, UNPS
2007). It is also found on gravelly hills and terraces, river benches, valley slopes, and rolling
hills along the Green, White, and Duchesne Rivers. Preferred habitat is generally associated with
Pleistocene outwash terraces with coarse-textured, alkaline soils overlain by a surficial pavement
of large, smooth, rounded cobble. It can be found in a range of vegetative communities including
clay badlands, salt desert shrub, and pinyon-juniper woodlands. Associated species include black
sagebrush, shadscale saltbush, James’ galleta, and Indian ricegrass.

The total area of potential habitat for Uinta Basin hookless cactus is currently 442,000 acres and
includes federal, tribal, state, and private surface lands. Recent geographic data for Uinta Basin
hookless cactus includes more than 18,400 points representing approximately 40,528 individual
cacti. Approximately 31,145 acres of USFWS designated potential habitat for Uinta Basin
hookless cactus and approximately 950 individuals (about 7 percent of Uinta Basin hookless
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cactus’ potential habitat and about 2 percent of the known population) have been identified within
the Project Area. Portions of the Lower Green and Middle Green Sclerocactus core conservation
areas fall within the Wild Horse Bench Allotment: about 855 acres of core 1 (2 percent of the
total core 1 area) and 4,390 acres of core 2 (3.5 percent of the total core 2 area).

Clay reed-mustard (Schoenocrambe argillacea)

Clay reed-mustard is a perennial herbaceous plant with sparsely leafed stems 15 to 30 centimeters
(cm) (6 to 12 inches) tall arising from a woody root crown. The leaves are very narrow with a
smooth margin, 10 to 35 millimeters (mm) (0.4 to 1.4 in.) long and usually less than 3mm. (0. 1
in.) wide. The leaf blades are alternately arranged on the stem and, for the most part, are attached
directly to the stem without a petiole. The flowers of clay reed-mustard have petals that are pale
lavender to whitish with prominent purple veins and measure 8 to 11 mm (0.3 to 0.4 in.) long
and 3.5 to 4.5 mm (0.14 to 0.18 in.) wide. The entire flower is about 1 cm (0.4 in.) across in full
anthesis are displayed in a raceme of 3 to 20 flowers at the end of the plants leaf stems (Welsh and
Atwood 1977, Rollins 1982, Welsh et al. 1987).

Clay reed-mustard grows on clay soils overlain with sandstone talus that are derived from a
mixture of shale and sandstone from the zone of contact between the Uinta and Green River
geologic formations. The species most commonly occurs on steep north-facing slopes and is a
component of salt desert shrub vegetative community dominated by shadscale saltbush (Atriplex
confertifolia), black sagebrush (Artemisia nova), green rabbit brush (Chrysothamnus viscidiflorus)
and associated grasses, forbs and other shrubs (Shultz and Mutz 1979).

Six populations of clay reed-mustard are known, all within a limited area of about 30 kilometers
(19 miles) across, from the west side of the Green River to the east side of Willow Creek in
southwestern Uintah County, Utah. The species total known population is about 6,000 plants
(Franklin 1992), 1,595 of which (27 percent) are documented within the Wild Horse Bench
Allotment. About 16 percent (10,704 acres) of the potential habitat polygon occurs within the
Wild Horse Bench Allotment.

Shrubby reed-mustard (Schoenocrambe suffrutescens)

Shrubby reed-mustard is a perennial herb and a member of the mustard family. It is federally listed
as endangered and is endemic to semi-barren, white-shale layers of the Green River Formation in
the Book Cliffs of Uintah County in Utah. This clump-forming herb produces yellow flowers
from May through June. It occurs in mixed desert shrub and pinyon-juniper communities between
5,000 and 6,700 feet elevation. No individuals of shrubby reed-mustard have been documented
within the Wild Horse Bench Allotment, though about 3,000 acres (or 2 percent) of the potential
habitat polygon overlap with the allotment. The closest documented locations are about 1.7 miles
away from the allotment. Although shrubby reed-mustard is not known from this allotment,
habitat models suggest highly suitable habitat may exist in the southern portion of the Wild Horse
Bench Allotment, and complete surveys have not been conducted for this area.

3.3.5. Plants: Upland Vegetation

Invasive Plants/Noxious Weeds:

The most common locations for invasive plants and noxious weeds to occur within the Project
Area include existing disturbance areas such as roadsides, well pads, pipelines, adjacent washes,
and areas where grazing has removed native species. The most problematic noxious weeds in
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the Project Area and surrounding region are Utah Class C noxious weed saltcedar (Tamarix
ramosissima), Class B noxious weed Russian knapweed (Centaurea repens), and Class B
noxious weed perennial pepperweed (Lepidium latifolium). Although not listed on the noxious
weed list, the most common invasive species in the Project Area are Russian olive (Elaeagnus
angustifolia), Russian thistle (Salsola tragus), halogeton (Halogeton glomeratus), and cheatgrass
(Bromus tectorum).

Other Vegetation:

The allotment is vegetated primarily by semi-arid shrub land ecosystem species. The dominant
shrubs component range from sagebrush species (wyoming sagebrush and black sagebrush) on
the southern half of the allotment to salt-bush species (mat saltbush, shadscale, etc.) throughout
the central and northern portion of the allotment. Both perennial and annual grass and herbaceous
forb species are present throughout the semi-arid shrub communities; native and non-native
species are both present throughout the allotment.

3.3.6. Wild Horses and Burros

A large portion of the project are occurs within the Hill Creek Herd Area. The VFO RMP ROD
removed the Herd Management Area (HMA) status from the area; however, a viable wild free
roaming horse herd still exists within the HA. The objective of the 2008 RMP ROD was to
eventually remove all horses from the HA; effectively “zeroing” out the herd. Fulfilling this
management decision, however, is connected to larger National based issues of Wild Horse
Management Policy as well as political direction. At this time (spring 2015) there is no agency
direction to move forward with this action. The VFO actively monitors the horse population
numbers and individual horse conditions; specifically, during periods of drought and severe
winter conditions. The population was last counted aerially using a statistically reliable method in
coordination with the United States Geological Survey (USGS) during the summer months of
2014. A copy of that population report is available for the public to look through at the VFO.
The habitat of the HA is also actively monitored and Rangeland Health Standards have been
recently assessed on the portion that lies within the Wild Horse Bench boundary. It is likely that
horses will always occupy the mesa called Wild Horse Bench due to the large numbers of the
horses that occupy unfenced tribal lands surrounding the area whether or not the BLM continues
to recognize them as “free-roaming” or not.

Table 3.1. 2014 Population Study Results NW Section of the Hill Creek Herd Area

Area Age
Class

Esti-
mate
(No.
Horses)

LCL UCL Std
Error

CV No.
Hor-
ses
Seen

%
Mis-
sed

Est.
No.
Hor-
ses
Out-
side
HA

Es-
tim-
ated
# of
Gro-
ups

Esti-
ma-
tedG-
roup
Size

Foals
per
100
Adu-
lts

Hill
Creek
HA
N/W

Total 235 225 247 5.4 2.3% 231 1.6 53 38 6.2 29.0
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Hill
Creek
HA
N/W

Foals 53 50 57 1.5 2.9%

Hill
Creek
HA
N/W

Adults

3.3.7. Wildlife: Migratory Birds (Including Raptors)

All migratory birds and their nests are protected from take or disturbance under the Migratory
Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918 (16 U.S.C., 703 et seq.). These protection laws were
implemented for the protection of avian species. Unless permitted by regulations, it is unlawful to
pursue, hunt, kill, capture, possess, buy, sell, purchase, or barter any species covered under these
Acts. In addition, Executive Order 13186 sets forth the responsibilities of federal agencies to
further implement the provisions of these Acts by integrating bird conservation principles and
practices into agency activities and by ensuring that federal actions evaluate the effects of actions
and agency plans on protected avian species.

The Utah Steering Committee has identified approximately 4,076 acres of the Green River Bird
Habitat Conservation Area (BHCA) (USC 2005) within the allotment. The BHCA co,nsists of
lowland riparian habitat. BHCA’s have no official status for protection of any given species;
however, they display areas where bird habitat conservation projects may take place, predicated
on concurrence, collaboration, and cooperation with all landowners involved (USC 2005).

The BLM has reviewed district files for raptor nesting and migratory bird habitat within the
allotment. Many of the common raptors observed nesting within the allotment are golden eagle,
red-tailed hawk, prairie falcon, Cooper’s hawk, and American kestrel – current status of the
nest sites are unknown (as per BLM data). The following addresses migratory birds that may
utilize the project area for nesting or foraging activities, including but not limited to, those
species classified as Priority Species by Utah Partners-in-Flight. Utah Partners-in-Flight is a
cooperative partnership among federal, state, and local government agencies as well as public
organizations and individuals organized to emphasize the conservation of birds not covered
by existing conservation initiatives.

High Desert-Shrub Areas: American kestrel, American robin, bald eagle, barn swallow,
black-billed magpie, common nighthawk, Brewer’s blackbird, Brewer’s sparrow, broad-tailed
hummingbird, chipping sparrow, Clark’s nutcracker, cliff swallow, common raven, Cooper’s
hawk, dusky flycatcher, golden eagle, greater sage-grouse, green-tailed towhee, hairy woodpecker,
horned lark, house wren, lark sparrow, mountain bluebird, mountain chickadee, northern flicker,
northern goshawk, pine siskin, prairie falcon, red-tailed hawk, rock wren, ruby-crowned kinglet,
sage sparrow, sage thrasher, Say’s phoebe, savannah sparrow, song sparrow, spotted towhee,
tree swallow, turkey vulture, vesper sparrow, warbling vireo, western burrowing owl, western
kingbird, western scrub-jay, western meadowlark, western tanager, and yellow-rumped warbler.
(Parish et al, 2002; USC 2005)

3.3.8. Wildlife: Non-USFWS Designated Species

Big Game
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Five resident big game species that may be found within this allotment are mule deer, Rocky
Mountain elk, and pronghorn antelope, bison, and Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep. This allotment
provides herbaceous vegetation for each species and is in functional condition with Rangeland
Heath Standards which provides cool season grasses and forbs and Atriplex and Artemisia species.
The BLM’s Resource Management Plan and Record of Decision, 2008 (RMP/ROD) and the Utah
Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR) have identified crucial and substantial habitat values to
big game species as identified in the table below.

Table 3-1 Big Game within the Allotment
Species Habitat

Value

Agency Designated Acres % of

Allotment
Mule Deer Crucial Fawning BLM/UDWR 2,831 6
Rocky Mtn. Elk Substantial Winter UDWR 8,912 20
Rocky Mtn. Bighorn Sheep Crucial Year-long UDWR 27,325 63
Pronghorn Antelope Crucial Kidding UDWR 33,270 76
Bison Crucial Year-long UDWR 42,891 98

Although livestock grazing may have impacts to all of these species, the greatest impacts are likely
to occur for bighorn sheep. For over 100 years, livestock-borne diseases (mainly Mannheimia
and Pasteurella spp.) have significantly limited bighorn sheep populations throughout the western
U.S. (Lawrence et al. 2010, Tomassini et al. 2009; Wild Sheep Working Group 2012). Bighorn
sheep are native to Utah and in 1988 the UDWR reported that all native Rocky Mountain bighorns
in Utah were extirpated and that only reintroduced populations remained (UWA 1990). Bighorn
sheep are known as a New World species and are closely related to domestic sheep of which
are an Old World species. Domestication and intense artificial selection have probably helped
domestic sheep develop a resistance to important diseases (USDA 2006), but the transmission
of pathogens remains extremely difficult to document under range conditions. Although large
bighorn die-offs have been attributed to disease other factors suspected in population declines
have been attributed to competition from domestic livestock, over harvesting, overgrazing, and
human encroachment (UWA 1990, UDWR 2013). The UDWR has not completed a population
estimate for bighorn sheep within the Nine-Mile Range Creek Unit.

Throughout the analysis of this Environmental Assessment, the assumption will be carried
forward that the intermingling of domestic sheep and bighorn sheep creates a risk to the viability
and sustainability of bighorn sheep populations. This assumption is based on:

1. The BLM’s responsibility to provide habitats on public land that support viable populations
of bighorn sheep;

2. The extent of peer-reviewed and published research that has correlations that the transmission
of disease from domestic sheep to bighorn sheep can occur (Schommer and Woolever 2001),
(UWA 1990) (Tomassini et al. 2009), (USDA 2006); and

3. The lack of evidence falsifying the hypothesis of disease transmission from domestic sheep
to bighorn sheep and the magnitude of any interaction.

White-tailed Prairie Dog

The white-tailed prairie dog (WTPD) is a Wildlife Species of Concern throughout Utah, especially
in the Uinta Basin and the northern portion of the Colorado Plateau. The main threat to WTPD
populations has been the introduction of sylvatic plague that was brought to North America in the
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late 1930’s (Lechleitner et al. 1968, Cully 1993). Prairie dogs appear to have little immunity to
this disease, and plague epizootics frequently kill > 99% of prairie dogs within infected colonies
(Clark et al. 1989). Other threats include habitat loss by conversion of land to agriculture.
Recreational shooting pressure is capable of reducing prairie dog numbers on a local scale, in
conjunction with outbreaks of sylvatic plague. However, it has not been documented to threaten
population stability alone (Knowles 2002).

Prairie dog colony surveys and burrow density estimates have not been completed within the
allotment; however, active colonies are scattered throughout much of the allotment along the
upper bench areas.
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4.1. Introduction

This chapter discusses the potential consequences or effects of implementing the alternatives
described in Chapter 2. The intent is to provide scientific and analytical basis for comparison of
the effects of each alternative.

4.2. Direct/Indirect Impacts

4.2.1. Alternative A — Proposed Action

4.2.1.1. Environmental Justice

The proposed change from sheep to cattle class of livestock would positively benefit the tribe
by removing domestic sheep from bighorn sheep crucial habitat in the project area. Removing
this potential for disease transmission between the species, may result in a more stable bighorn
herd, creating a better hunt for those who obtain permits through the Ute Indian Tribe Outfitting
and Guide Service.

4.2.1.2. Livestock Grazing & Rangeland Health Standards

The proposed action is brought forward for analysis as a result of the permittee’s proposal to
change the class of livestock on the allotment; therefore, it is assumed that there are positive
impacts to the overall livestock operation as suggested by the proposal for change in livestock
type. However, the northern half of Wild Horse Bench is not considered completely suitable for
cattle grazing due to large expanses of rock outcrop, lack of water resources, and lack of suitable
existing infrastructure (fences and sorting corrals). However, this alternative does address the
possibility of managing cattle through pasture delineation as well as realistic operating AUMs
through adjustment for livestock type and oil and gas development. The proposed action includes
the future construction of a tribal boundary fence for managing permitted cattle. This fence
construction may alleviate possible trespass both from the BLM permittee and tribal owned cattle.

Under this alternative the permittee will be required to sign the Grazing Management Agreement
acknowledging the deferred rest/rotation system of the three main pastures. It is acknowledged
under this alternative that the rotation schedule may change to adapt to the new class of livestock
grazing on the allotment. These changes would be noted from compliance, monitoring and
permittee discussions.

The conversion of sheep AUMs to cattle AUMs for permitted grazing under this alternative will
require a financial commitment from the operator for infrastructure costs as well as on the ground
herding and management to prevent any livestock from moving onto Ute Tribal lands and any
other neighboring allotment. Although, a fence is proposed, fences are not a guarantee as they
can become damaged, and animals find weak points to cross. The topography of the area will
require heightened due diligence from the permittee to manage their cattle in accordance with
terms and conditions on the permit. A busy oil and gas field is located on the allotment, and
damage to the infrastructure (wells, pipelines, equipment, compressors, etc.) associated with
permitted used from cattle could possibly occur.

Chapter 4 Environmental Effects:
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As stated in Chapter 3; rangeland health standards were assessed in 2014. The allotment was
found to be meeting standards; however, with the proposed conversion of livestock kind the
attainment of those standards would need to be monitored for and possibly reassessed after the
first cycle of active use (3 full grazing seasons). Long term quantitative monitoring will occur
every 3 years as well to assess possible impacts to the vegetation condition of the allotment
with the change in livestock kind; cattle utilize areas differently than sheep. Obvious impacts
to rangeland resources would also be noted in annual utilization and compliance checks of the
livestock operation. Therefore, although it is not anticipated, it is possible that the proposed action
may impact rangeland health standards as well as the other uses that would continue throughout
the allotment such as increasing wildlife numbers and oil and gas development.

4.2.1.3. Plants: BLM-Sensitive Species

Graham’s catseye (Cryptantha grahamii)

The Vernal Field Office’s 2008 Biological Assessment for the RMP and corresponding Biological
Opinion (9-F-0151) state specific impacts to special status plant species in relation to livestock
grazing as follows:

“The primary threats to the special status plant species from the implementation of the livestock
grazing management program are the results of range management activities such as the
construction of fences, water pipelines, herding, cattle guards, wells, and livestock ponds. These
activities have the potential to directly impact special status plant species through mortality during
construction efforts (e.g., crushing of plants from vehicles, fence posts, etc.). The construction of
fences or livestock ponds have the potential to indirectly affect special status plant species by
leading to concentrations of cattle in occupied habitat resulting in trampling of plants. Similarly,
placement of salt and mineral supplements can also lead to cattle concentration in special status
plant species habitats and could again result in trampling of individuals of the species.”

"Non structural grazing projects include seeding, chaining, plowing, and herbicide spraying.
Plowing and herbicide use could result in the direct mortality of populations and viable habitat.
The alteration of habitat could have an indirect adverse affect on the insects that pollinate the
plant species through the loss of their habitat.”

Graham’s catseye is found on sparsely vegetated Green River shales, and as a borage is unlikely
to be a preferred browse species for livestock . The lack of forage where this species grows is less
likely to attract cattle. Additionally, a reduction in AUMs will benefit sensitive plant species on
this allotment by reducing livestock grazing pressure. Finally, sheep tend to browse forbs more
than cattle, so conversion from sheep to cattle is likely to lessen impacts to this species.

Based on the analysis of the impacts above, the proposed action may impact, but is not likely to
contribute to the need for Graham’s catseye to become federally listed.

Graham’s beardtongue (Penstemon grahamii)

Potential impacts to Graham’s beardtongue are the same as for Graham’s catseye above, as both
species grow in the same habitat and are known to co-occur. The lack of forage where Graham’s
beardtongue grows is less likely to attract cattle. Additionally, a reduction in AUMs will benefit
sensitive plant species on this allotment by reducing livestock grazing pressure. Finally, sheep
tend to browse forbs more than cattle, so conversion from sheep to cattle is likely to lessen
impacts to this species.

Chapter 4 Environmental Effects:
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The proposed boundary fence is located outside of known habitat and the penstemon conservation
areas, so we do not expect construction of the fence to result in direct or indirect impacts on the
species. The mitigation measures presented below in section 4.2.1.3 will apply to Graham’s
penstemon as well, so surveys will be conducted for this species as well as other listed plant
species.

Therefore, based on the analysis of the impacts above, the mitigation measures presented below,
and the potential of the proposed action to reduce grazing impacts on this species, the proposed
action alternative is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of Graham’s beardtongue.

4.2.1.4. Plants: Threatened, Endangered, Proposed or Candidate Species

Uinta Basin hookless cactus (Sclerocactus wetlandicus)

Impacts to Uinta Basin hookless cactus are the same as described for rare plants in 4.2.1.3 and
include direct and indirect impacts from range improvements, trampling, and habitat alteration.

The Recovery Plan for Uinta Basin hookless cactus (USDI, FWS, 1990) noted that the potential
for trampling of the cactus by livestock was high under moderate to heavy grazing, but low where
grazing was light to moderate. BLM personnel and others have observed trampling of individual
cactus by livestock (Ulloa, 2007; Red Butte Garden, 1993).

In addition, a section of the proposed fence along the eastern boundary of the allotment (through
Section 20 and part of Section 30 T10S R20E) crosses potential habitat for the species. The
boundary fence would not cross any potential habitat designated as Core Level 1 or 2. No
plants have been previously documented in the area where the proposed fence crosses potential
habitat for the species. However, if plants are present, and the proposed fence does not avoid
documented plants by at least 300 feet, then direct impacts to the species could occur as a result of
the fence construction. In addition, impacts to potential habitat for the species may occur as a
result of fence construction.

Possible dispersed direct and indirect negative impacts which may result from implementation of
the Proposed Action include: damage or destruction of individual plants as a result of trampling
by cattle, loss of suitable habitat, habitat modification by invasive weed species which may
compete with individuals, accidental spray or drift of herbicides used during invasive plant
control, and deposition of fugitive dust from construction activities on the boundary fence and
associated vehicle traffic on unpaved roads. Fugitive dust and other secondary pollinator effects
could also occur.

Due to the potential for damage or destruction to individual plants as a result of trampling, as
wells as potential for the construction of the boundary fence to result in both direct and indirect
impacts to the species, the Proposed Action alternative may affect, and is likely to adversely
affect Uinta Basin hookless cactus.

Clay reed-mustard (Schoenocrambe argillacea)

Within the allotment, clay reed-mustard occurs on steep, sparsely vegetated slopes. Based on the
lack of forage available and the steep terrain, livestock are not likely to be attracted to populations
of clay reed mustard. Cattle are even less likely than sheep to use the steep slopes where clay
reed-mustard occurs. It is possible that cattle may occasionally access the slopes where plants
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are present, though the risk is very low. In addition, the proposed action will result in an overall
reduction of AUMs, thus reducing livestock grazing pressure within the allotment.

The proposed boundary fence would be constructed along the eastern side of the allotment,
outside of potential habitat for clay reed-mustard. Therefore, construction of the fence would not
have direct or indirect impacts on the species.

Due to minimal potential impacts to clay reed-mustard, the proposed action alternative may
affect, but is not likely to adversely affect clay reed-mustard.

Shrubby reed-mustard (Schoenocrambe suffrutescens)

Similar to clay reed-mustard, based on the lack of forage available, livestock are not likely
to be attracted to populations of shrubby reed-mustard. Unlike clay reed-mustard, shrubby
reed-mustard grows on relatively gentle slopes that would still be accessible to most types of
livestock. The proposed action will result in an overall reduction of AUMs, thus reducing
livestock grazing pressure within the allotment. However, shrubby reed-mustard, if it is present in
the allotment, would still be exposed to potential impacts from grazing, including browsing and
trampling, as mentioned above. Although shrubby reed-mustard is not known from this allotment,
habitat models suggest highly suitable habitat in the southern portion of the Wild Horse Bench
Allotment, and complete surveys have not been conducted for this area.

Due to these potential impacts, the proposed action alternative may affect, and is likely to
adversely affect shrubby reed-mustard.

Mitigation

Through previous consultations (including the Vernal Resource Management Plan (2008),
the Programmatic BLM Vernal Field Office Livestock Grazing Permit Renewals (2010), and
Wild Horse Bench 10 year grazing permit renewal) you committed to the following mitigation
measures, which will apply to the proposed action:

● BLM shall continue to document new populations of listed plant species they are encountered.

● No supplements (salt/mineral blocks, molasses tubs, reservoirs, etc.) will be allowed within
660 feet of known plant species of concern.

● No sheep camps will be allowed within 660 feet of known plant species of concern.

● No gathered or directed livestock herding or trailing will be authorized in key habitats of plant
species of concern. Key habitats are those that are deemed necessary for the conservation
of the species including, but not necessarily limited to, designated critical habitat and other
occupied or unoccupied habitats considered important for the species survival and recovery
as determined in coordination with USFWS. If key habitats cannot be completely avoided,
sufficient personnel will be employed to ensure accelerated trailing through and minimal
disturbance to key habitat areas.

● As per the VFO RMP, prior to surface disturbing activities (e.g. fence construction) in habitat
for the species, presence absence surveys of potentially affected areas will be conducted in
accordance with established protocols.

● Restrict motorized vehicle travel to designated roads within all occupied special status plant
species habitats.
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● A map depicting known special status species individuals, populations, or proposed critical
habitats, with a buffer of 660 feet around each, will be provided to the permittee upon
reissuance of 10-year grazing permits and used to indicate areas of avoidance.

● The VFO will continue to provide at least 3 employees (1 permanent, 2 interns or seasonal staff)
to assist SWCA Environmental Consultants with a USFWS- funded range-wide Sclerocactus
species monitoring and population demography study.

● Noxious and invasive weed control within the allotment will continue to be implemented
in a manner that is currently being utilized.

In addition, the following mitigation measures will also apply to occupied habitat for Sclerocactus
and other listed or conservation agreement species, if found:

● The fence line will be redesigned, to the extent practicable, to avoid occupied habitat, identified
during pre-construction surveys.

● Any listed or conservation agreement plants located within the 300 foot survey buffer
around the boundary fence will be flagged or otherwise marked for avoidance during fence
construction activities.

● No heavy equipment will be used during fence construction in occupied habitat (known
location plus 300 feet).

● Fencing materials will be transported into occupied habitat along existing roads and two tracks,
or cross-country by foot and will be installed by hand.

● Placement of permanent fence structures (for example, posts or wire) will avoid all Sclerocactus
individuals by a minimum of 25 feet.

● A qualified botanist, based on USFWS guidelines, will be present during fence construction
activities to ensure that documented individual plants are not disturbed.

● Seed mixes to be used for reclamation in disturbed areas that are in suitable habitat for listed
and sensitive plant species will exclude introduced and non-native species and be composed
of species native to the region whenever feasible. The final seed mix will be approved by a
BLM Vernal Field office botanist.

● If needed, erosion control measures (i.e. silt fencing) will be installed to minimize
sedimentation to Sclerocactus individuals and populations located down slope of proposed
surface disturbance activities when working in all Sclerocactus habitats.

● Noxious weeds within Sclerocactus habitat may be controlled with herbicides, in accordance
with the 2007 BLM Herbicide PEIS Guidelines (http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/n/prog/more/
veg_eis.html).

○ Application for a Pesticide Use Permit will include provision that coordination would occur
with the BLM Vernal Field Office weed coordinator prior to noxious weed management in
Sclerocactus habitat.

● Project related vehicle travel on dirt roads within occupied habitat will be restricted to no
more than 15 miles per hour in order to reduce fugitive dust during the time of the year when

Chapter 4 Environmental Effects:
Alternative A — Proposed Action

http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/more/veg_eis.html)\h
http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/more/veg_eis.html)\h


32 Environmental Assessment

Sclerocactus species, pollinators, and associated habitat are most vulnerable to dust related
impacts (March 1st through August 31st).

● Monitoring plots will be established in Uinta Basin hookless cactus populations within the
allotment to document direct or indirect impacts due to grazing. Monitoring protocols will be
established in coordination with USFWS and will be implemented within one year of the
decision record for this EA, most likely in the first spring or fall following signing.

Although a programmatic livestock grazing permit renewal consultation and amendment was
completed in 2008 and 2010 (consultation 6–UT-09–F-019), Wild Horse Bench was not
included in that consultation. Additionally, the original consultation for Wild Horse Bench
(UT–080–2007–0828; consultation #6–UT–08–028, completed in 2009), did not include
more recent conservation measures for listed species or for Graham’s beardtongue. Shrubby
reed-mustard was not known to have habitat in the Wild Horse Bench Allotment so was not
included in previous consultations for this allotment. We are reinitiating consultation on the Wild
Horse Bench permit renewal to incorporate the additional mitigation measures (listed above) for
listed plant species, to account for potential additional impacts to Uinta Basin hookless cactus
from cattle grazing, to include shrubby reed-mustard, and to conference on Graham’s beardtongue
as per our requirements under the conservation agreement.

4.2.1.5. Plants: Upland Vegetation

Invasive Plants/Noxious Weeds:

Cattle grazing within the allotment would likely facilitate an increase in the introduction and
distribution of invasive plant and noxious weed infestations. The BLM would continue to be
responsible for the control and treatment of invasive plant and noxious weed infestations within
the allotment, other than those that occur as a result of oil and gas development. Livestock as
large grazing mammals create disturbance niches through concentrated grazing use and also act as
seed transport for many species. Managing utilization levels and regularly moving cattle between
pastures should minimize the spread of invasive species; however the current populations of
cheatgrass and halogeton are likely to remain on the allotment. Removing cattle prior to the
summer months will also help alleviate disturbance on the semi-arid communities, allow for
growth and seed ripen of native grass species.

Other Vegetation:

The allotment vegetation can be generally characterized as semi-arid shrublands dominated by
saltbush and sagebrush species as well as respective secondary species (other shrubs, grasses
and forbs). Cattle are likely to utilize both grass and shrub species on the southern half of the
allotment (Lower Showalter area) more heavily during the winter months due to the often
exposed southern slopes accessible for grazing; this anticipated use would be managed for with a
rotational grazing system. When cattle are located on the interior of the allotment during heavy
snow months it is likely that grazing will occur more heavily on the shrub species due height
above snow. Utilization of grasses will occur as lower height species are exposed through digging
down through the snow. During the most extreme winter conditions of sub zero temperatures
and heavy snows, it is likely that cattle will need to be removed from the allotment for the health
and welfare of the animals. During these months bison and horse use would continue on existing
plants. These animals often move to more habitable areas as well during severe winter conditions.
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The level of use on the vegetation communities by livestock will depend on the availability of
accessible water. Overall, the majority of permitted use is for the vegetative dormant season;
however, spring growth months are also permitted. Management of spring use on herbaceous
species such as cool season perennial grasses will be an important facet of ongoing monitoring
efforts by the permittee and BLM.

There is no long term estimate available at this time regarding both the big game and wild horse
numbers estimated to occupy the area in the future. However, although those estimates are an
integral part of impact analysis long term on vegetation communities it can be assumed that
primary herbivore patterns as they relate to an active sheep grazing herd will remain similar
to the current status if this alternative is chosen for management. This is attributed to spatial
and resource niches required by all organisms, specifically, in this case large herbivores. These
patterns of spatial and resource use has already been established through years of domestic sheep
grazing. However, it is anticipated that bison numbers will remain stable if not increase as
migration patterns are stabilized within the existing Book Cliffs and Tribal managed bison herds.
In regards to horse numbers the seasonal fluctuation in numbers will remain as horses continue to
immigrate and emigrate between BLM managed and Tribal owned lands.

4.2.1.6. Wild Horses and Burros

There are currently wild free roaming horses on the allotment. The existing horses reside in the
area of the Hill Creek Herd Area (HA). The numbers of the horses fluctuates due to immigration
and emigration between BLM and Ute Tribal lands. The jurisdiction of the animals depends on
the location of the animals. The selection of this alternative may impact the current wild horse
herd that roams throughout the allotment by creating a non-herded livestock pressure. Cattle are
widely distributed through allotments to roam and freely graze; they are herded and moved only
as necessary for pasture rotation or transport. The previous sheep use utilized high intensity
herding; as sheep moved through one area they did not come back to the same area until the next
year. The horses adjusted to sheep use as it was predictable; this was consistently observed
throughout the allotment during the last decade. It is anticipated that a future cattle operator may
encounter resource issues with the horses due to the dietary overlap, use of water sources and
spatial habitat needs; based on the current issues of managing cattle on VFO and other BLM
lands within Herd Areas.

4.2.1.7. Wildlife: Migratory Birds (Including Raptors)

As identified in chapter 3 there are various avian nesting, roosting, and foraging species and
habitats within the allotment. Under the Proposed Action Alternative, livestock use would be
converted from sheep to cattle and would be allowed to utilize this allotment during the period
of time (February – May) in which raptors could be nesting. Potential effects to birds from this
alternative include indirect disturbance from human activity (including harassment, startle, and/or
temporary displacement). Livestock movements or permittee activities could temporarily displace
nesting birds; however, is not expected to disturb nuptial activities or cause nest abandonment.
Future actions of the Proposed Action Alternative could increase human presence in the area
continuing to fragment and manipulate the surrounding habitats by increasing the presence of
non-native invasive plant species. Further introduction of non-native invasive plant species could
have significant adverse impacts on migratory birds that are dependent upon prevalent prey
species for their survival. In general such an environmental shift would probably have negative
impacts on wildlife species and would favor non-native and readily adaptive species.
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Continuation of livestock grazing as permitted within the allotment would have no noticeable
impact to migratory birds. Migratory bird species could be disturbed by livestock activities, but it
would be unlikely and not expected to disturb nesting or nuptial behavior of wildlife under the
Proposed Action Alternative. Livestock and migratory birds would co-inhabit the surrounding
areas of the allotment without negative impacts.

4.2.1.8. Wildlife: Non-USFWS Designated Species

Big Game

As identified in chapter 3 this allotment is within crucial and substantial habitat for various big
game species. The Proposed Action Alternative would allow livestock grazing to occur during the
crucial and substantial periods for big game (elk, bighorn sheep, bison, and antelope) within the
allotment. Livestock grazing would occur outside the period of when deer fawning would occur
(May 15 – June 30). Lands within this allotment are meeting Rangeland Health Standards (as per
BLM data). The Proposed Action Alternative would allow grazing to occur during portions of
the critical growing season for plants in which intra- and inter-specific competition between big
game species including livestock would be greatest. However, this alternative would provide a
grazing schedule that would allow rotation through three pastures. This would allow flexibility
for both diversity and biomass of desirable forbs, cool season grasses, and shrubs the opportunity
for this allotment to operate in a healthier functional condition for the continuance of meeting
rangeland standards and is expected to have long-term benefits to wildlife. Direct impacts to big
game species may occur through temporary displacement, but would be of short-term during
cattle operations.

In addition to these impacts, bighorn sheep would likely have the greatest benefits from the
Proposed Action Alternative than any other alternative by converting sheep to cattle AUM’s do to
lower risks of disease transmissions. This alternative would likely minimize or completely negate
the risk of domestic sheep and bighorn sheep interactions. Most domestic sheep are carriers
of Mannheimia and Pasturella spp. strains and other pathogens and bighorns do not have the
immunity for these and other diseases. Livestock borne diseases have been implicated in many
cases resulting in bighorn sheep die-offs. Bighorn sheep are normally attracted to domestic sheep
and goats, but not cattle and llamas (Schommer and Woolever 2001).

The Proposed Action Alternative is a continuation to further shift livestock operations to favor
bighorn sheep management in Utah. As such, this alternative would further reduce the risk of
association by eliminating overlap of domestic sheep within wild sheep habitat by recognizing
and maintaining efforts of separation of the two species. The Proposed Action Alternative would
be consistent and the most beneficial for bighorn sheep under the following guidance documents:

● Utah Bighorn Sheep Statewide Management Plan and Recommendations for Domestic and
Goat Management in Wild Sheep Habitat (Wild Sheep Working Group 2012);

● Utah Bighorn Sheep Statewide Management Plan (UDWR 2013);

● Vernal District, Rocky Mountain Bighorn Sheep Guidance Plan (UDWR 1987);

● Revised Guidelines for Management of Domestic Sheep and Goats in Native Wild Sheep
Habitats (BLM 1998); and

● Vernal Field Office Record of Decision and Approved Resource Management Plan (BLM 2008).
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White-tailed Prairie Dog

Under the Proposed Action Alternative livestock could cause some prairie-dog burrows to
collapse. However, minor collapses occur naturally and prairie dogs have evolved to adapt with
this occurrence without negative impacts. There are five primary factors that may influence the
suitability of habitat for prairie dogs: soils, vegetative height and density, vegetative moisture
availability, vegetation quantity, and vegetation quality. It is possible that livestock grazing may
contribute to each of these factors. Livestock grazing would be beneficial to prairie dog activity as
long as the forage taken by livestock is not at high enough levels to where it becomes competitive,
or such that it alters the desired vegetation composition to be detrimental to the species. Grazing
would be most competitive during the early spring and on sites with low vegetation productivity.
Prairie dog nutritional requirements are most rigid following hibernation in April through June.
Livestock and prairie-dogs would consume some of the same vegetation types; however, it is
determined that livestock grazing is unlikely to negatively impact white-tailed prairie-dogs
because of the short duration that livestock and WTPD use would overlap.

4.2.2. Alternative B — Maintain Sheep as Kind of Livestock and
Reduce AUMs

4.2.2.1. Environmental Justice

The proposed continuation of sheep class of livestock in t he area may disproportionately
adversely impact the tribe by continuing the potential for disease transmission between the
species. This may make the bighorn sheep herd less stable, which could disproportionately
adversely affect the Ute Indian Tribe Outfitting and Guide Service's ability to sell hunting permits.

4.2.2.2. Livestock Grazing & Rangeland Health Standards

The selection of this alternative would have a direct negative effect on the livestock operations.
The current permittee does not request to graze sheep on this allotment. The selection of this
alternative would have severe financial consequences to the operator.

As stated in Chapter 3; rangeland health standards were assessed in 2014. The allotment was
found to be meeting standards. The allotment would be grazed in accordance with prior use
under this alternative; therfore it is not expected that the selection of this alternative would cause
impacts to Rangeland Health Standards. Long term quantitative monitoring will occur every 3
years as well to assess possible impacts to the vegetation condition of the allotment. Obvious
impacts to rangeland resources would also be noted in annual utilization and compliance checks
of the livestock operation. However, increases in wildlife use, trespass tribal livestock and an
increase in oil and gas development may impact rangeland health standards on the allotment.

4.2.2.3. Plants: BLM-Sensitive Species

Impacts to both Graham’s catseye and Graham’s beardtongue under this alternative would be
similar to those under the proposed alternative, with the potential to not benefit these species to
the same extent as the proposed action alternative. A reduction in AUMs will help reduce impacts
to all vegetation from livestock, including rare plant species. Maintaining this allotment as a
sheep allotment instead of converting it to a cattle allotment means that Graham’s catseye and
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Graham’s beardtongue would be subject to some additional impacts from sheep that move onto
steeper slopes and browse forbs more frequently than cattle. The BLM-committed conservation
measure from the proposed action alternative would apply if this alternative is selected.

4.2.2.4. Plants: Threatened, Endangered, Proposed or Candidate Species

Impacts to Uinta Basin hookless cactus and shrubby reed-mustard under this alternative would be
similar to those under the proposed action alternative, with the potential to slightly decrease from
the proposed decrease in AUMs. Possible direct and indirect impacts which may result from the
implementation of this alternative include: damage or destruction of individual plants as result
of trampling by sheep, loss of habitat, habitat modifications by invasive weed species which
may compete with idividuals, accidental spray or drift or herbicide used during invasive plant
control, and deposition of fugitive dust from construction activities on the boundary fence and
associated vehicle traffic on unpaved roads.

Under this alternative, impacts to clay-reed mustard would continue to occur at current levels,
with potential to slightly decrease from the proposed decrease in AUMs. Sheep grazing would
continue within the allotment to assist in documenting the direct or indirect impacts due to grazing
would continue within the allotment.

The BLM-committed conservation measure from the proposed action alternative would apply if
this alternative is selected.

4.2.2.5. Plants: Upland Vegetation

Invasive Plants/Noxious Weeds:

Alternative B would continue to have domestic sheep as the class of livestock within the
allotment. Domestic sheep grazing would likely continue to facilitate the spread of noxious weeds
and invasive plant species at current levels. The BLM, through contributions from rangeland
management funding, would continue to be responsible for the management of noxious and
invasive weeds in the allotment, other than those associated with oil and gas developments.

Other Vegetation:

Under this alternative, direct and indirect impacts would continue to occur to upland vegetation as
a result of herbivory and trampling effects from sheep, wildlife and wild horses. The ecological
communities throughout the allotment is not likely to change from the current condition barring
changes in local climate patterns, as sheep have been the primary livestock herbivore on Wild
Horse Bench fall, winter, and spring throughout most of the last century. Impacts to upland
vegetation would be noticeably greater during drought years in the vicinity of water resources
as those areas would be used as congregation areas specifically by the wild horses. Spatial
distribution of large game and wild horses is not feasible to predict at this time as the area has
been utilized by livestock throughout the last century. Monitoring efforts would continue in
established Map Soil Units to assess any change in animal herd management (both wildlife and
wild horses) would be necessary as herds adjust to the lack of a livestock herd presence.

There is no long term estimate available at this time regarding both the big game and wild horse
numbers estimated to occupy the area in the future. However, although those estimates are an
integral part of impact analysis long term on vegetation communities it can be assumed that
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primary herbivore patterns as they relate to an active sheep grazing herd will remain similar
to the current status if this alternative is chosen for management. This is attributed to spatial
and resource niches required by all organisms, specifically, in this case large herbivores. These
patterns of spatial and resource use has already been established through years of domestic sheep
grazing. However, it is anticipated that bison numbers will remain stable if not increase as
migration patterns are stabilized within the existing Book Cliffs and Tribal managed bison herds.
In regards to horse numbers the seasonal fluctuation in numbers will remain as horses continue to
immigrate and emigrate between BLM managed and Tribal owned lands.

4.2.2.6. Wild Horses and Burros

Under this alternative there would be no new or neglible impacts to the existing wild horses
within the Hill Creek Herd Area. Horses have adjusted to domestic sheep use throughout the past
century. Existing habitat resource impacts are expected to remain consistent with the present
situation as wild horse and domestic sheep resource requirements overlap based on environmental
factors; specifically, drought months and severe winter weather occurrences.

4.2.2.7. Wildlife: Migratory Birds (Including Raptors

Direct and indirect impacts to migratory birds, including raptors, would be similar as stated under
the Proposed Action Alternative. However, under Alternative B these impacts are anticipated
to increase as sheep camps would likely be utilized and as sheep herders would be within or
near the allotment on a frequent basis. An increase of human presence within the allotment
could continue to further manipulate the surrounding habitats by increasing the presence of
non-native invasive plant species.

4.2.2.8. Wildlife: Non-USFWS Designated Species

Big Game

Alternative B would allow domestic sheep grazing to occur during the crucial and substantial
periods for big game (elk, bighorn sheep, bison, and antelope) within the allotment. Livestock
grazing would occur outside the period of when deer fawning would occur (May 15 – June
30). Lands within this allotment are meeting Rangeland Health Standards (as per BLM data).
Alternative B would allow grazing to occur during portions of the critical growing season for
plants in which intra- and inter-specific competition between big game species including livestock
would be greatest. However, this alternative would provide a grazing schedule that would allow
rotation through the three pastures. This would allow flexibility for both diversity and biomass
of desirable forbs, cool season grasses, and shrubs the opportunity for this allotment to operate
in a functional condition for the continuance of meeting rangeland standards and is expected to
have long-term benefits to wildlife.

Alternative B would have the most negative impacts to bighorn sheep compared to all other
analyzed alternatives. By continuing to allow domestic sheep to graze within the allotment
during the period of time in which bighorn sheep could be present would greatly increase the
risk of disease transmissions between species. Currently the UDWR has not acquired bighorn
population estimates within this area so there is no comparison in numbers between bighorn
sheep and domestic sheep. Required measures for this alternative must coincide and follow the
Recommendations for Domestic Sheep and Goat Management in Wild Sheep Habitat (Wild
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Sheep Working Group 2012) and UDWR’s Utah Bighorn Sheep Statewide Management Plan
(UDWR 2013) as outlined in the required measures below. By following these recommendations
as designed would minimize the risk of contact between bighorn sheep and domestic sheep, but
not eliminate the possibility. As such, the likelihood of increased communication between BLM,
State, and the permittee regarding bighorn sheep sightings and movements would be required.
Under this alternative the permittee must implement best management strategies to prevent
straying by domestic sheep and establish protocols to respond to straying animals.

Required Measures:

The following documents contain recommendations that are required for the continuance of sheep
grazing within the allotment. These recommendations are designed to decrease the risk of contact
between bighorn sheep and domestic sheep and to increase communication between BLM, the
State, and the permittee regarding bighorn sheep sightings and movements.

● Utah Bighorn Sheep Statewide Management Plan and Recommendations for Domestic and
Goat Management in Wild Sheep Habitat. https://wildlife.utah.gov/hunting/biggame/pdf/
bighorn-plan.pdf.;

● Utah Bighorn Sheep Statewide Management Plan. http://cawsf.org/pdf/
WSWG_Publication_on_Wild_and_Domestic_Sheep.pdf.

White-tailed Prairie Dog

Direct and indirect impacts to WTPD’s would be the same as stated under the Proposed Action
Alternative.

4.2.3. Alternative C — No Grazing; Reallocate Livestock AUMs
to Other Resources

4.2.3.1. Environmental Justice

The proposed change from sheep to no grazing would positively benefit the tribe by removing
domestic sheep from bighorn sheep crucial habitat in the project area. Removing this potential
for disease transmission between the species, may result in a more stable bighorn herd, creating a
better hunt for those who obtain permits through the Ute Indian tribe Outfitting and Guide Service.

4.2.3.2. Livestock Grazing & Rangeland Health Standards

Impacts would occur specifically to livestock grazing under this alternative as livestock would not
be authorized on the allotments. Forage would be reallocated to other resources. This alternative
would create an economic hardship for the existing permittee if the loss of the permit was not
compensated by an outside working group.

As stated in Chapter 3; rangeland health standards were assessed in 2014. The allotment was
found to be meeting standards. Livestock use under this alternative would not impact rangeland
health standards; however, ongoing uses of the area require due diligence to assure that standards
are met regardless of the absence of presence of livestock use. Although it is not anticipated,
it is possible that rangeland health standards may be impacted by the selection of either of the
Chapter 4 Environmental Effects:
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three alternatives due to continued ongoing uses such as increasing wildlife numbers and oil and
gas development on the allotment.

4.2.3.3. Plants: BLM-Sensitive Species

Under Alternative C, impacts to Graham’s catseye and Graham’s beardtongue may be reduced
from current levels, since domestic sheep would be removed from the allotment and grazing
would be restricted to wild horses and other wildlife species. Potential impacts to Graham’s
beardtongue from grazing by wildlife would be similar to those under livestock grazing.

4.2.3.4. Plants: Threatened, Endangered, Proposed or Candidate Species

Under Alternative C, livestock grazing would not occur within the Project Area. Instead, grazing
within the Project Area would be split between wild horses (40%) and wildlife species (60%),
until the time that the Wild Horse Herd Area is zeroed out. Under this Alternative, the boundary
fence would not be constructed. Therefore, impacts to Uinta Basin hookless cactus and shrubby
reed-mustard under Alternative C are likely to be reduced overall compared to the other action
alternatives, and may include damage or destruction of individual plants as a result of trampling
by wild horses or wildlife species, loss of suitable habitat, habitat modification by invasive
weed species which may compete with individuals, and accidental spray or drift of herbicides
used during invasive plant control.

Under Alternative C, impacts to clay reed-mustard are likely to be reduced from current levels,
since domestic sheep would be removed from the allotment and grazing would be restricted to
wild horses and other wildlife species. Potential impacts to clay reed-mustard from grazing by
wildlife would be similar to those under livestock grazing.

4.2.3.5. Plants: Upland Vegetation

Invasive Plants/Noxious Weeds:

Under Alternative C, there may be a decrease in the spread of noxious weeds and invasive plant
species within the Project Area due to the removal of livestock and the associated absence of
grazing within the allotment from livestock species. The remaining grazing species within the
allotment (wild horses and wildlife species) would continue to contribute to the introduction and
spread of noxious weeds and invasive plant species. The BLM would continue to be responsible
for the control and treatment of invasive plant and noxious weed infestations within the allotment,
other than those that occur as a result of oil and gas development.

Other Vegetation:

Under this alternative, direct and indirect impacts would continue to occur to upland vegetation
as a result of herbivory and trampling effects from wildlife and wild horses. As sheep are
removed without replacement by cattle; it is likely that areas within the the soil map unit 152
specifically, may experience an increase in the amount of perennial grasses present; however,
this forseable increase in grasses and grass like species may be interrupted by an increase in both
roaming bison and wild horses. Reinforcing the importance of long term vegetation monitoring
by both the BLM and UDWR. Impacts to upland vegetation would be noticeably greater during
drought years in the vicinity of water resources as those areas would be used as congregation
areas specifcally by the wild horses. Spatial distribution of large game and wild horses is not
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feasible to predict at this time as the area has been utilized by livestock throughout the last
century. Monitoring efforts would continue in established Map Soil Units to assess any change in
animal herd management (both wildlife and wild horses) would be necessary as herds adjust to
the lack of a livestock herd presence.

There is no long term estimate available at this time regarding both the big game and wild horse
numbers estimated to occupy the area in the future if livestock are removed; those estimates are an
integral part of impact analysis long term on vegetation communities. However, it is anticipated
that bison numbers will remain stable if not increase as migration patterns are stabilized within the
existing Book Cliffs and Tribal managed bison herds. In regards to horse numbers the seasonal
fluctuation in numbers will remain as horses continue to immigrate and emigrate between BLM
managed and Tribal owned lands.

4.2.3.6. Wild Horses and Burros

Under this alternative, forage would be available for wildlife and wild horse use. This would be a
positive impact in the short term for any perceived livestock and wild horse conflicts in the area.
Competition for habitat and available resources between horses and livestock would not occur
throughout the area resulting in a positive impact overall to the existing horses within the Hill
Creek HA. The maintenance of existing ponds as water resources would be the responsibility of
either the BLM, UDWR or Wild Horse citizen working group. However, a future NEPA planning
process would be required to analyze the possibility of an AML and to convert the Herd Area to a
Herd Management Area. The analysis for that endeavor is beyond the scope of this document
and associated project. Seasonal fluctuation in herd numbers will continue as horses immigrate
and emigrate between BLM managed and Tribal owned lands.

4.2.3.7. Wildlife: Migratory Birds (Including Raptors)

Impacts to migratory birds, including raptors, as identified within Alternatives A and B would
not occur under Alternative C. Alternative C is not consistent with BLM’s Land Use Plan (BLM
2008).

4.2.3.8. Wildlife: Non-USFWS Designated Species

Impacts to non-USFWS designated wildlife species as identified within Alternatives A and B
would not occur under Alternative C. Alternative C would not allow livestock grazing to occur
which would eliminate intra- and inter-specific competition between big game species including
livestock to occur. The risk of disease pathogens between domestic sheep and bighorn sheep
would not occur. Alternative C is not consistent with BLM’s Land Use Plan (BLM 2008).

4.3. Cumulative Impacts

4.3.1. Environmental Justice

The cumulative impact analysis area for Environmental Justice is the boundary of the
crucial bighorn sheep habitat, since the Tribe benefits financially from guided hunts of the
species. Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions that impact that habitat include oil
and gas development, livestock grazing, and recreation. Cumulative impacts to bighorn sheep
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and/or their habitat include competition for forage from other wildlife and livestock, disease
transmission from domestic sheep, loss of habitat due to surface disturbance associated with
oil and gas development, and increased human presence from oil and gas development and
sheep herding. Alternative B will continue to contribute to the competition for forage and the
transmission of disease. Alternatives A and C will remove the potential for disease transmission
from domestic sheep on wild horse bench.

4.3.2. Livestock Grazing and Rangeland Health

The CIAA for the project is the VFO. There are approximately 149 allotments within the VFO
that are permitted for 128, 590 Active AUMs (including cattle and sheep). The activities on this
allotment represents a small fraction (<1%) of the Field Office grazing management. However,
with the selection of the Proposed Action, one less viable sheep permit would exist. Domestic
sheep permits are being lost through conversion of sheep AUMs to cattle AUMs throughout many
BLM field offices in the West. The sheep industry has expressed a deep concern over the future of
domestic sheep grazing on public lands. Conversion from sheep AUMs to cattle AUMs often
occurs as a result of Bighorn Sheep — Domestic Sheep interactions.

It is Reasonable and Forseeable to expect more coversions of sheep AUMs to cattle AUMs on
allotments that inteface with Bighorn Sheep populations.

Alternatives A and B continue livestock grazing on the allotment consistent with mutliple use
management for other surface disturbing activities such as oil and gas development. Throughout
allotments in heavily developed oil and gas fields, an in-depth analysis of forage loss is considered
for permitted grazing activities. It is expected that the AUMs brought forward in this document
are viable for long term grazing on the Wild Horse Bench Allotment under reasonable and
forseeable circumstances regarding future use activities. The No Grazing alternative would have
an impact to the current permittee, the resulting loss of actively grazed AUMs would be an overall
loss of approximately 3.5% to the active grazing AUMs permitted within the VFO.

4.3.3. Plants: BLM-Sensitive Species

Graham’s catseye (Cryptantha grahamii) and Graham’s beardtongue (Penstemon grahamii)

The CIAA for both Graham’s catseye and Graham’s beardtongue is outcrops of Green River oil
shale. Habitat for Graham’s catseye has not been well defined, so we do not have an accurate
estimate of the total potential habitat for this species. Graham’s beardtongue habitat covers
approximately 1,146,390 acres on BLM, Ute tribal, state of Utah, and privately held lands. Within
the CIAA, there are approximately 2,096 miles of roads. Past, present and reasonably foreseeable
disturbance from oil and gas will affect 3,430 acres (0.3% of the CIAA). Cumulative impacts
include dust impacts to plants, habitat fragmentation, and plant and pollinator habitat destruction.
Surface disturbance is a good indicator of the extent of these cumulative impacts.

Due to inclusions of areas of unsuitable habitat within the potential habitat area, the total acreage
of suitable habitat is less than 1,146,390 acres. Additionally, it is highly unlikely that the range
of either species is as large as that associated with the oilshale outcrops in Utah. However, a
complete survey of suitable habitat has not been performed and thus the amount of suitable habitat
has not been quantified. Impacts to both species from past, current, and reasonably foreseeable
actions may be greater or smaller than those described for the total area depending upon the exact
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distribution of actions relative to suitable habitat. The Proposed Action would add no new surface
disturbance within potential habitat for Graham’s catseye or Graham’s beardtongue. The other
alternatives would not result in an additional accumulation of impacts.

4.3.4. Plants: Threatened, Endangered, Proposed or Candidate
Species

Uinta Basin hookless cactus ((Sclerocactus wetlandicus)

The CIAA for Uinta Basin hookless cactus is the extent of potential habitat for Uinta Basin
hookless cactus in the Vernal Planning Area. Direct cumulative impacts to this species
could result from direct individual loss from trampling; temporary or permanent removal of
aboveground cover; the temporary or permanent loss of suitable habitat; and soil compaction as a
result of construction and operation activities, grazing, and recreational use. Indirect cumulative
impacts include: habitat fragmentation, increased dust effects, introduction and spread of invasive
or noxious weed species, temporary or permanent loss of suitable habitat and changes to the
composition of native vegetation from surface disturbances. These activities include oil and gas
development, grazing, access roads, seismic surveys, well staking, cultural resources surveys,
biological surveys, and other human activities.

Changes in land use patterns or increased human encroachment could also adversely impact
occupied and suitable habitats. In addition, recovery and reclamation of suitable habitats could be
compounded by limiting reclamation conditions (e.g., drought).

According to the latest potential habitat polygon for Uinta Basin hookless cactus, the current area
for potential habitat is approximately 537,564 acres encompassing federal, state, Indian trust, and
private land ownership. Relatively recent geographic data for the Uinta Basin hookless cactus
includes over 18,400 points representing approximately 40,528 individual cacti. These counts
include both living and dead plants. Based on recent survey data (BLM and USFWS 2011) and
extrapolation to unsurveyed suitable habitat, the total count for the Uinta Basin hookless cactus is
approximately 50,000 individuals.

To estimate the approximate amount of surface disturbance that currently exists within the
potential habitat polygon for the Uinta Basin hookless cactus, GIS data was obtained from the
Utah Division of Oil, Gas and Mining (UDOGM) that shows approximately 5,161 oil and gas
well locations within the habitat boundary. A conservative estimate (i.e., worst-case estimate)
of 5 acres of surface disturbance for each well (which includes associated roads and pipelines)
was used to calculate the amount of acreage within the potential habitat polygon that is already
disturbed by energy development. Based on these calculations, it is estimated that over 25,805
acres (5-percent) of habitat within the potential habitat polygon for the Uinta Basin hookless
cactus is currently disturbed as a result of past and present oil and gas development.

The Proposed Action would result in surface disturbance associated with construction and repairs
to the boundary fence, which may or may not occur within potential habitat for Uinta Basin
hookless cactus. The other alternatives would not result in new surface disturbance in potential
habitat for Uinta Basin hookless cactus.

Clay reed-mustard (Schoenocrambe argillacea)
Chapter 4 Environmental Effects:
Plants: Threatened, Endangered, Proposed or
Candidate Species



Environmental Assessment 43

The CIAA for clay reed-mustard is the potential habitat for the species present within the Vernal
planning area. This area covers approximately 67,291 acres on BLM, Ute tribal, state of Utah,
and privately held lands. Past, present and reasonably foreseeable disturbance from activities
within the CIAA will affect approximately 1,075 acres (1.6% of the CIAA). Cumulative impacts
include dust impacts to plants, habitat fragmentation, and plant and pollinator habitat destruction.
Surface disturbance is a good indicator of the extent of these cumulative impacts.

Due to inclusions of areas of unsuitable habitat within the potential habitat area, the total
acreage of suitable habitat is less than 67,291 acres. However, a complete survey of suitable
habitat has not been performed and thus the amount of suitable habitat has not been quantified.
Impacts to the species from past, current, and reasonably foreseeable actions may be greater or
smaller than those described for the total area depending upon the exact distribution of actions
relative to suitable habitat. The Proposed Action would add no new surface disturbance within
potential habitat for clay reed-mustard. The other alternatives would not result in an additional
accumulation of impacts.

Shrubby reed-mustard (Schoenocrambe suffrutescens)

The CIAA for shrubby reed-mustard is the potential habitat for this species present within the
Vernal planning area. This area covers approximately 130,441 acres on BLM, Ute tribal, state
of Utah, and privately held lands. Past, present and reasonably foreseeable disturbance from
activities within the CIAA will affect approximately 1,800 acres (1.4% of the CIAA). Cumulative
impacts include dust impacts to plants, habitat fragmentation, and plant and pollinator habitat
destruction. Surface disturbance is a good indicator of the extent of these cumulative impacts.

Due to inclusions of areas of unsuitable habitat within the potential habitat area, the total acreage
of suitable habitat is less than 130,441 acres. However, a complete survey of suitable habitat has
not been performed and thus the amount of suitable habitat has not been quantified. Impacts to the
species from past, current, and reasonably foreseeable actions may be greater or smaller than those
described for the total area depending upon the exact distribution of actions relative to suitable
habitat. The Proposed Action would result in surface disturbance associated with construction
and repairs to the boundary fence, which may or may not occur within potential habitat for
shrubby reed-mustard. The other alternatives would not result in new surface disturbance in
potential habitat for shrubby reed-mustard.

4.3.5. Plants: Upland Vegetation

Invasive Species:

The cumulative impacts analysis area (CIAA) for invasive plants/noxious weeds is the boundary
of the Wild Horse Bench Allotment. Currently, noxious weeds and non-native invasive plant
species populations are present within the CIAA in unreclaimed previously disturbed areas,
along existing roads, and along drainages. The common elements associated with most weed
infestations are ground disturbance, wildfire, grazing, or use of motorized vehicles. These
elements can transport and introduce noxious weeds and non-native invasive plant species into the
CIAA, create areas that are devoid of native vegetation or are sparsely vegetated until desirable
vegetation can become established after reclamation.

Noxious weeds and non-native invasive plant species readily become established in areas that
have been subjected to surface disturbances that have removed or reduced vegetative cover.
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After the weeds are introduced into an area and infestations become established, they generally
continue to spread into adjacent areas. The spread of weeds results in the displacement of native
vegetation important to livestock and some wildlife.

Reasonable foreseeable actions identified within the CIAA include an increase in recreational
activities and oil and gas exploration and development. Recreational activities consist of camping,
hiking, hunting, and off-highway vehicle use. Oil and gas exploration and development include
seismic activities, well pad construction, and associated oil and gas infrastructure construction.
The Proposed Action could increase human presence in the area continuing to fragment and
manipulate the surrounding habitats by increasing the presence of non-native invasive plant
species.

Under the Proposed Action (Alternative A) and Alternative B, livestock grazing would continue
within the CIAA, and the introduction and spread of noxious weeds and non-native invasive
plants due to livestock grazing would continue at current levels. In addition, construction and
maintenance activities under Alternatives A and B may result in the loss or fragmentation of
suitable habitat for native plant species, and may result in the establishment of noxious weeds and
non-native invasive plants in disturbed areas.

The No Grazing Alternative does not include livestock grazing or rotations through different
pastures, nor would it include maintenance and construction activities on the boundary fence. The
No Grazing Alternative would not be expected to contribute to the introduction, establishment or
spread of weed infestations above current levels.

Other Upland Vegetation:

The CIAA for upland vegetation is the boundary of the Wild Horse Bench Allotment. Drought,
herbivory (wildlife and livestock) and human induced disturbances continue throughout the
allotment. There are many unreclaimed areas as a result of surface disturbances from numerous
uses. Native vegetation has been removed for roads, well pads, pipelines, corrals, etc; which has
led to increases in weed infestations and patches of bare ground. Unreliable precipitation patterns
are reflected in apparent shifts in the existing plant communities. For example; fall precipitation
events often result in a late season phenological growth of existing warm and cool season grasses.
However, a lack of soil moisture in the spring and early summer months has the reciprocal affect
often impacting the growth, seed set and long term survival of cool season grasses in areas void
of spring grazing pressures.

Reasonable and forseeable actions have been identified above under Invasive Species, and reflect
possible cumulative impacts to the existing upland vegetation on the allotment as well.

Under the two Alternatives A and B, livestock grazing would continue with the CIAA and
herbivory impacts to vegetation would occur. Under the No Grazing Alternative herbivory
impacts would continue to occur, however, the impacts to vegetation would be from wildlife
species, wild horses and occasional trespass or estray livestock from tribal owned lands.

Cumulative impacts to the vegetation throughout allotment have been noted, specifically, surface
removal of forage has occurred as a result of the development of the current oil and gas field.
Type of Disturbance (11.15.2011) Count ~ Acreage Other Metrics Notes
Energy Exploration
Approved Permit to Drill Locations 75 375 DOGM Data
Drilling Locations 4 20 DOGM Data
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Locations Abandon 93 465 DOGM Data
Operations Center 2 10 DOGM Data
Producing Wells 415 2075 DOGM Data
Plugged and Abandoned Locations 59 295 DOGM Data
Shut In Well Locations 12 60 DOGM Data
Temporarily Abandoned 1 5 DOGM Data
Forseeable Well Pad Locations 485 2425 Miles of road

unknown at this
time

Estimated from Field
Development Pending
Documents; specifically
XTO/EXXON

Other (County, Livestock, Etc.)
Ponds and/or Guzzlers 12 24
Ancillary Roads 130 130 miles
Total Estimated Cumulative Disturbance 5,754 130 miles +

4.3.6. Wild Horses and Burros

Cumulative impacts to the existing horses throughout the Hill Creek Herd Area, which
encompasses a large portion of Wild Horse Bench are based on numerous issues that range from
shifts in National Policy and economics to local environmental (forage, water, space, climate) and
jurisdiction (tribal, country, state and federal) issues. Specifically, direct cumulative impacts have
occurred as surface removal of forage has occurred as a result of the development of the current
oil and gas field see table listed above of disturbance estimates.

4.3.7. Wildlife: Migratory Birds

The cumulative impact analysis area for migratory birds is defined as the Sheep Wash Hydrologic
Unit Boundary (HUC # 162), Agency Draw-Willow Creek (HUC # 214), and Jack Creek-Green
River (HUC # 215). These hydrologic unit boundaries were chosen for cumulative impact
analysis as this best represents a soil and vegetation habitat type for avian species analyzed
within this assessment. Reasonable foreseeable actions identified within the allotment include
an increase in recreational activities and oil and gas exploration and development. Recreational
activities consist of camping, hiking, hunting, and off-highway vehicle use. Oil and gas
exploration and development include seismic activities; well pad construction; associated oil
and gas infrastructure construction.

The Proposed Action and No Grazing Alternatives could result in future actions such that an
increase of human presence in the area could continue to fragment and manipulate the surrounding
habitats by increasing the presence of non-native invasive plant species. Further introduction
of non-native invasive plant species could have significant adverse impacts on migratory birds,
including raptors that are dependent upon prevalent species for their survival. In general such an
environmental shift would probably have negative impacts on wildlife species and would favor
non-native and readily adaptive species. A rotation of livestock grazing within the three different
pastures would allow for seasonal rest throughout the allotment. Grazing would continue to occur
primarily during the dormant season for most plants allowing both diversity and biomass of
desirable forbs, cool season grasses, and shrubs to continue to meet Rangeland Health Standards.
Proper grazing during the dormant season has a lower impact to animal species and their habitat
than grazing during the critical growing season.

The No Grazing Alternative does not include livestock grazing or rotations through different
pastures. The No Grazing Alternative would have year-long seasonal rest from livestock grazing
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and wildlife impacts to vegetation and soils would continue to occur which may increase with
available forage.

4.3.8. Wildlife: Non-USFWS Designated Species

Big Game

The cumulative impact analysis area for non-USFWS designated species is the Wild Horse
Bench Allotment. The allotment contains crucial habitat for various big game species and active,
sporadic, white-tailed prairie dog colonies as identified by the BLM and UDWR. The existing
condition of these habitats is addressed in Chapter 3 of this document and the potential impacts
from livestock grazing due to the present proposal and alternatives are discussed in Chapter
4 of this document.

Reasonable foreseeable actions identified within the allotment include an increase in recreational
activities and oil and gas exploration and development. Recreational activities consist of camping,
hiking, hunting, and off-highway vehicle use. Oil and gas exploration and development include
seismic activities; well pad construction; associated oil and gas infrastructure construction. Future
actions of the Proposed Action could increase human presence in the area continuing to fragment
and manipulate the surrounding habitats by increasing the presence of non-native invasive plant
species. Further introduction of non-native invasive plant species could have significant adverse
impacts on wildlife that are dependent upon prevalent species for their survival. In general such
an environmental shift would probably have negative impacts on wildlife species and would
favor non-native and readily adaptive species.

The Proposed Action and No Grazing Alternatives would minimize or completely negate the
possibilities or risk of disease transfer between bighorn sheep and domestic sheep. The alternative
to maintain sheep as kind of livestock would cumulatively contribute to the increased risk of
disease between both species. However, until domestic sheep grazing is reduced or removed from
surrounding areas of the region the risk of contact and transference of disease remains relatively
high, decreasing the overall contribution of these alternatives to the cumulative potential benefit
to bighorn sheep.

The No Grazing Alternative does not include livestock grazing or rotations through different
pastures. The No Grazing Alternative would have year-long seasonal rest from livestock grazing
and wildlife impacts to vegetation and soils would continue to occur which may increase with
available forage.
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During preparation of the EA, public involvement consisted of creating the NEPA project in the
BLM E-Planning system, as well as correspondence with the permittee and other interested
parties. Issues or impacts identified through the interdisciplinary team analysis process are
described in Appendix A. Consulted parties are listed in Table 5.2-1 below. A public comment
period was not offered because no interest in the proposal has been expressed and the alternatives
are consistent with other grazing permit renewals.

Table 5.1. List of Persons, Agencies and Organizations Consulted

Name Purpose & Authorities for
Consultation or Coordination Findings & Conclusions

Utah Division of Wildlife
Resources

It is a BLM management practice
to coordinate changes in grazing
practices with wildlife agencies and
cooperators.

UDWR concurs with any BLM
decision to permanently remove
domestic sheep grazing from the Wild
Horse Bench Allotment. Therefore,
the UDWR does not support the
No-Action alternative.

Grazing Program Interested
Parties

Subpart 4120.2 (c) of Part 4100
Grazing Administration Regulations.

Throughout the course of the project
no IP came forward to the BLM with
documented concerns. The Ute tribe
and DWR expressed verbal support
for either of the two action alternatives
being proposed, during the spring
2015 Tribal meeting at Fort Duchesne.

State Institutional Trust Lands
Administration

Proposed changes to BLM grazing
may affect existing SITLA grazing
leases. Coordination with SITLA as
per consideration as a cooperating
Land Manager. Specifically Subpart
4120.5–2 of Part 4100 Grazing
Administration Regulations.

SITLA has not have expressed any
concern with the document; however
a final copy of the EA and DR will be
made available to them for comment
and/or protest.

State Historical Preservation
Office (SHPO)

Consultation for undertakings, as
required by the National Historic
Preservation Act (NHPA) (16 USC
470)

A consultation letter was sent to the
State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO) on September 23, 2014
recommending a "no adverse effect"
determination. We received their
concurrence to our determination on
October 2, 2014.

TRIBAL BOUNDARY FENCE
DOES NOT HAVE SECTION 106
COMPLETED. THIS MUST BE
COMPLETEDPRIORTOFUTURE
FENCE CONSTRUCTION.

Chapter 5 Tribes, Individuals, Organizations,
or Agencies Consulted:
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Name Purpose & Authorities for
Consultation or Coordination Findings & Conclusions

Tribes

● Ute Mountain Ute Tribe

● Goshute Indian Tribe

● Zia Pueblo Tribe

● White Mesa Ute Tribe

● Navajo Nation

● Laguna Pueblo Tribe

● Northwest Band of Shoshone
Tribe

● Southern Ute Tribe

● Ute Indian Tribe

● Eastern Shoshone Tribe

● Santa Clara Pueblo Tribe

● Hopi Tribe

Consultation as required by the
American Indian Religious Freedom
Act of 1978 (42 USC 1531) and NHPA
(16 USC 1531)

Tribal consultation was conducted on
2 October 2014 and concluded on 2
November 2014 and no concerns were
presented. No Traditional Cultural
Properties (TCPs) were identified
by the tribes within the APE. The
proposed project will not hinder
access to or use of Native American
religious sites.

United States Fish and Wildlife Consultation as required under Section
7 of the Endangered Species Act (16
USC 1531).

Reinitiation of formal consultation was
conducted with respect to T&E plant
species. The USFWS concurred with
the BLM’s effect determinations on
October 13, 2015, and again on January
7, 2016, when a consultation error was
corrected by the BLM.

Sportsman for Habitat Inc. Proponent requesting the analysis
of changing the kind of livestock
permitted on the Allotment; especially
the complete removal of future sheep
use.

Proponent will be issued a Proposed
Decision in accordance with the 4100
Grazing Regulations and will have an
opportunity for protest, concurrence
or appeal through that process.

Chapter 5 Tribes, Individuals, Organizations, or
Agencies Consulted:
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Table 6.1. List of Preparers

Name Title Responsible for the Following
Section(s) of this Document

Dusty Carpenter NRS: Range Management and Wild
Horses and Burros

Project Lead; Livestock Grazing,
Vegetation (Upland), Wild Horses

Christine Cimiluca and Jessi Brunson NRS and Botany Plants: T&E, Proposed or
Candidate

Brandon McDonald Wildlife Biologist Wildlife; Migratory Birds,
Non-USFWS Designated Species

Erin Goslin Archeologist Cultural Consultation

Chapter 6 List of Preparers
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Appendix A. Interdisciplinary Team
Checklist

Project Title:

NEPA Log Number:

File/Serial Number:

Project Leader:

DETERMINATION OF STAFF: (Choose one of the following abbreviated options for the
left column)

NP = not present in the area impacted by the proposed or alternative actions

NI = present, but not affected to a degree that detailed analysis is required

PI = present with potential for relevant impact that need to be analyzed in detail in the EA

NC = (DNAs only) actions and impacts not changed from those disclosed in the existing NEPA
documents cited in Section D of the DNA form. The Rationale column may include NI and
NP discussions.
Determination Resource/Issue Rationale for Determination Signature Date
RESOURCES AND ISSUES CONSIDERED (INCLUDES SUPPLEMENTAL AUTHORITIES APPENDIX
1 H-1790-1)
NI Air Quality &

Greenhouse Gas
Emissions

Dust and vehicle emissions would
be generated during the proposed
action. However, impacts from
emissions are expected to be short
term (during the project only) and
indistinguishable from background
emissions as measured by monitors
or predicted by models. Greenhouse
gas emissions: No greenhouse gas
standards have been established by EPA
or other regulatory authorities. The
assessment of greenhouse gas emissions
and climate change is in its earliest
stage. Global greenhouse gas models
can be inconsistent, and localized
models are lacking. Consequently, it
is not technically feasible to quantify
the net impacts to climate based
on local greenhouse gas emissions.
It is anticipated that greenhouse gas
emissions associated with this action and
its alternative(s) would be negligible.

Stephanie Howard 05/22/2015

NI BLM Natural Areas The allotment is in the Desolation
Canyon non-WSA lands with wilderness
characteristics proposed in the VFO
RMP. Grazing is compatible with lands
containing wilderness characteristics.

Bill Civish 11/10/2014
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Determination Resource/Issue Rationale for Determination Signature Date
NI Cultural:

Archaeological
Resources

Pursuant to 36 CFR 800.16(y)
this project is considered to be an
undertaking. The area of potential
effect (APE) is defined as the polygon
presented in the application. The BLM
archaeologist conducted a Class I and
Class II cultural inventory over the
project area. No new cultural material
was identified within the project area
and no existing sites will be impacted by
cattle grazing. A consultation letter was
sent to the State Historic Preservation
Officer (SHPO) on September 23,
2014 recommending a "no adverse
effect" determination. We received
their concurrence to our determination
on October 2, 2014. TRIBAL
BOUNDARY FENCE DOES NOT
HAVE SECTION 106 COMPLETED

Erin Goslin 11/14/2014
PENDING

NI Cultural:

Native American

Religious Concerns

Tribal consultation was conducted
on 2 October 2014 and concluded on
2 November 2014. No Traditional
Cultural Properties (TCPs) were
identified by the tribes within the APE.
The proposed project will not hinder
access to or use of Native American
religious sites.

Erin Goslin 11/14/2014

NP Designated Areas:

Areas of Critical
Environmental
Concern

There are no current ACECs within the
allotment as per the ROD RMP and GIS
Review.

Bill Civish 11/10/2014

NP Designated Areas:

Wild and Scenic
Rivers

None present as per the RMP/GIS
review.

Bill Civish 11/10/2014

NP Designated Areas:

Wilderness Study
Areas

None present as per GIS review. Bill Civish 11/10/2014

PI Environmental
Justice

The proposed action (converting
sheep AUMs to cattle) is the preferred
alternative for the Ute Tribe, who are
concerned about the impacts sheep have
on the area's bighorn sheep, which a
source of revenue to the tribe. This
alternative will also result in a fence
being constructed on the boundary
between the Reservation and the
Wild Horse Bench allotment. The
other alternative (maintaining sheep
on the allotment) would result in a
disproportional adverse financial impact
to Ute Tribe.

Stephanie Howard 05/22/2015

NP Farmlands

(prime/unique)

Not Present as per Vernal GIS Layerfiles
and the 2008 Vernal RMP ROD.

Dusty Carpenter 08.26.14
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Determination Resource/Issue Rationale for Determination Signature Date
NI Fuels/Fire

Management
Proper grazing should not adversely
affect the composition of the vegetation.
Grazing should decrease the amount of
fine fuels and lessen the fire behavior of
any wildfires in the area. There are no
fuels projects planned in the area.

Dusty Carpenter 08.26.14

NI Geology/Minerals/
Energy Production

Grazing activities will not adversely
affect the Geologic minerals or the
Energy production of the project area.

Betty Gamber 11.20.14

PI: IPNW

NI: Soils

Invasive Plants/
Noxious Weeds,
Soils & Vegetation

IP/NW: The following UT noxious weeds
have been previously documented in
the Project Area, per BLM GIS review:
Russian knapweed (class B), saltcedar
(class C), and perennial pepperweed
(class B). In addition, the invasive
plant species Russian olive, halogeton,
cheatgrass, and Russian thistle have been
documented and/or observed within the
allotment. Conversion of the allotment
has the potential to increase the instances
and distribution of invasive plants and
noxious weeds.

Soils: The proposed 10 year grazing
permit renewal is located within
the semi-arid saltshrub ecosystem.
Undisturbed areas are characterized by
native low-lying shrubs, perennial grasses
and forbs. Disturbed areas are currently
characterized by invasive weeds such as
halogeton (Halogeton glomeratus) and
cheat grass (Bromus tectorum), as well
as bare ground.

The flat and bottom portions of the
allotment are generally comprised of
the 152 map unit and associated ESDs.
Annual precipitation for the area is
between 5 to 8 inches. Livestock grazing
would not adversely affect the soils.
Impacts to soils in the future would
be mitigated and captured through the
monitoring process as well as RHA and
reclamation.

IPNW: Christine
Cimiluca

Soils: Dusty or James
??

IP/NW:
9/8/2014

NI Lands/Access The Fence will be authorized through the
grazing program as a range improvement
project (RIPS). The SITLA, UDWR and
Tribe have been consulted and are in
concurrence with the proposed project.

Coordination with Uintah County for
the placement of cattle guards in the
county claimed roads would occur before
physical construction begins.

Oil and Gas Companies would need to be
notified of the proposed fence on, near, or
over existing roads and pipelines.

Margo Roberts 9/15/2014

Appendix A Interdisciplinary Team Checklist



58 Environmental Assessment

Determination Resource/Issue Rationale for Determination Signature Date

There are no identified Public Water
Reserves identified in the proposed
project area, per the Green River District,
Vernal Field Office GIS databases.

NI Lands with
Wilderness
Characteristics
(LWC)

Grazing will not adversely affect lands
with Wilderness Chararcteristics.

Bill Civish 11.25.14

PI Livestock Grazing
& Rangeland Health
Standards

The proposed action will have a positive
effect on the current grazing permittee
as it will meet there business objectives
and needs. The conversion of livestock
type also has the potential to impact
rangeland health standards; therefore,
the allotment should be quantitatively
monitored half way through the term
permit.

Dusty Carpenter 08.26.2014

NI Paleontology Grazing activities will not adversely
affect the paleontological resources
within the Wild Horse Bench Allotment.

Betty Gamber 11.20.14

PI Plants:

BLM Sensitive

The following UT BLM Sensitive
plant species have been previously
documented in the allotment, per BLM
GIS data review, and suitable habitat is
present: Graham’s catseye (Cryptantha
grahamii). However, this species has
only been documented on State surface
in the southern part of the allotment. In
addition, based on the lack of forage for
cattle in Graham’s catseye habitat (Green
River shale), this species is unlikely to
be impacted as a result of the allotment
conversion.

Graham’s beardtongue (Penstemon
grahamii):

Part of the allotment is within the
Conservation Area Unit 1–Sand Wash
established for this species by the
multi-agency conservation agreement
signed in July 2014. The species has
been previously documented within the
allotment per BLM GIS review.

Christine Cimiluca

Jessi Brunson

9/8/2014

7/23/2015
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Determination Resource/Issue Rationale for Determination Signature Date
PI Plants:

Threatened,
Endangered,
Proposed, or
Candidate

Uinta Basin hookless cactus and Pariette
cactus (Sclerocactus sp.):

Parts of the allotment are within the 2013
USFWS potential habitat polygon for the
two cactus species, per BLM GIS reivew.
In addition, parts of the allotment have
been designated as Core Conservation
Area (CCA) Level 1 or 2 for the two
species, and several populations have
been previously documented within the
allotment.

Clay reed mustard (Schoenocrambe
argillacea):

Parts of the allotment are within the
polygon designated as potential habitat
for this species, per BLM GIS data
review, and several individuals and
populations of the species have been
previously documented in the Project
Area.

Shrubby reed mustard (Schoenocrambe
suffratescens):

Parts of the allotment are within the
polygon designated as potential habitat
for this species, per BLM GIS data
review, However, no individuals or
populations of the species have been
previously documented in the Project
Area

The proposed action has the potential to
impact TECP plant species within the
allotment.

Christine Cimiluca

J. Brunson

9/8/2014

7/23/2015

PI Plants

NP Riparian

Plants

Wetland/Riparian

Upland Vegetation: The upland
vegetation consists of various
Tetridimia, Atriplex and Artemisia
shrub communities inter-occupied
by perennial grasses forbs and other
shrub species. Disturbed areas within
these communities are occupied by
invasive species such as halogeton and
cheatgrass.

Riparian Vegetation: There are no known
riparian vegetation sites on the allotment.

The proposed action and other actions
alternatives have the potential to impact
the upland vegetation through herbivory
of livestock, wildlife or horses.

Dusty Carpenter 08.26.2014
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Determination Resource/Issue Rationale for Determination Signature Date
NI Recreation There is little OHV use and hunting

associated within the allotment
therefore, recreation is not known to be
an issue.

Bill Civish 11.06.2014

NI Socio-Economics The proposed action and no action
alternatives would have no localized
effects on the individual permittees and
on nearby communities. The no-grazing
alternative would have localized
affects as described under Livestock
Grazing in this EA, however large-scale
socio-economic effects to the area’s
economy would not be expected.

Dusty Carpenter 08.26.2014

NI Visual Resources The grazing allotment falls within VRM
class objectives III and IV. These classes
allow for grazing and improvements
to facilities, stock ponds, or other
improvements necessary for grazing.

Bill Civish 11.06.14

NI Wastes

(hazardous/solid)

No chemicals subject to SARA Title
III in amounts greater than 10,000 lbs.
would be used. No extremely hazardous
substances as defined in 40CFR355 in
threshold planning quantities would be
used. No solids wastes would be used as
per the proposed action.

Dusty Carpenter 08.26.2014

NI Water:

Floodplains

The Wild Horse Bench allotment
encompasses approximately 43,000
acres of area on BLM administered
lands. A number of floodplains exist
within this allotment area. The Willow
Creek floodplain is in the northern
end of the allotment and drains into
the Green River, the Kings Canyon
Floodplain shows up in the central
portion of the allotment, a small potion
of the Green River Floodplain is also in
the middle section of the allotment, and
the Tabyago floodplain is at the southern
edge of the allotment. Livestock will
access HUD inventoried and non-HUD
inventoried floodplain but the action will
not be inconsistent with Executive Order
#11988 for floodplain management
and livestock or wildlife would not
be expected to negatively impact the
floodplains as seen from other livestock
operations in the Field Office and other
land use trends.

James Hereford II 10/30/2014
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Determination Resource/Issue Rationale for Determination Signature Date
NI Water:

Groundwater Quality

The proposed action involves continued
grazing in the project area. No other
surface disturbance or drilling of
water wells is involved. Grazing does
not currently have an adverse effect
on groundwater in the area and the
action will continue to comply with
BLM rangeland health standards,
which, consider factors pertinent to
groundwater.

Justin Snyder 05/26/15

NI Water:

Hydrologic
Conditions
(stormwater)

The Wild Horse Bench Allotment
falls within the Outlet Willow Creek,
Kings Canyon-Green River, Willow
Creek above Willow Creek, Sand Wash
Green River, Fourmile Wash, and
Lower Tabyago Canyon hydrologic unit
boundaries. This would include the
Greater hydrologic unit boundary of the
Lower-Green Desolation Canyon, and
Willow Creek boundaries. Most of the
drainages within these hydrologic unit
boundaries are channel alluviums with
various amounts of sandstone and shale
area components for parent materials.
Most of the drainages are ephemeral in
nature, except for the perennial Green
River. These drainage areas will not be
affected to a degree that would require
detailed analysis, because the renewal
of a grazing permit and the mitigations
attached, which include, but not limited
too seasonal use restrictions on this and
any allotment permitted on public lands
will keep current land use trends and
not alter the hydrologic conditions that
currently exist.

James Hereford II 11/4/2014

NI Water:

Surface Water
Quality

Surface waters: Perennial, intermittent
and ephemeral waters are present in the
project area. The Green River is on
the west side of the allotment and has
the potential to be affected by upland
land issues. Grazing has the potential to
affect surface water quality if left alone.
Current grazing practices account for
timing issues, and require the constant
movement of the grazers to reduce
affects on the ground. Affects from
current grazing practices on the Wild
Horse Bench allotment are reduced by
seasonal use restrictions. The proposal
of renewing the grazing permit will not
affect water quality to a degree that
would require detailed analysis.

James Hereford II 11/4/2014

Appendix A Interdisciplinary Team Checklist



62 Environmental Assessment

Determination Resource/Issue Rationale for Determination Signature Date
NI Water:

Waters of the U.S.

The Green River is within the Wild
Horse Bench allotment on the western
side. This is considered a water of
the U.S. and has the potential to be
affected by upland land uses including
but not limited to grazing. The current
proposed action will not affect waters of
the U.S. to a degree that would require
detailed analysis, because the amount
of mitigations and the seasonal use
restrictions on the allotment help keep
surface inputs in the Green River to a
minimum.

James Hereford II 11/4/2014

PI Wild Horses The proposed action and other action
alternatives has the potential to impact
the existing Wild Horse and Burro
herd that occupies the HA within the
allotment.

Dusty Carpenter 08.26.2014

PI Wildlife:

Migratory Birds

(including raptors)

Migratory bird foraging and nesting
habitat is present throughout the
allotment. A portion of the allotment
is within the Green River Bird Habitat
Conservation Area. In addition, the
BLM has identified various raptor nests
within the allotment boundary.

Brandon McDonald 10/30/2014

PI Wildlife:

Non-USFWS
Designated

The BLM and UDWR have identified
habitat for big game species (mule deer,
Rocky Mtn. elk, Rocky Mtn. bighorn
sheep, pronghorn antelope, and bison).
In addition, portions of the allotment
contain active white-tailed prairie dog
colonies.

The project area is located adjacent to
the Green River and the tributary of the
Willow Creek confluence. These areas
are considered important fish habitat for
State and BLM sensitive fish species (
bluehead sucker, flannelmouth sucker,
and roundtail chub). However, impacts
are not anticipated to these species as
it is not likely that livestock would be
near the waters for large amounts of time
given the lack of access to these areas.
Livestock operations are normally along
the upper bench reaches of the allotment.
Impacts are not anticipated at intensity
such that negative impacts to the species
would occur.

Brandon McDonald 10/30/2014
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Determination Resource/Issue Rationale for Determination Signature Date
NI Wildlife:

Threatened,
Endangered,
Proposed or
Candidate

The project area is located adjacent to
the Green River and the tributary of the
Willow Creek confluence. These areas
are considered critical habitat for fish
species (bonytail, Colorado pikeminnow,
humpback chub, and razorback sucker).
However, impacts are not anticipated
to these species as it is not likely that
livestock would be near the waters for
large amounts of time given the lack
of access to these areas. Livestock
operations are normally along the upper
bench reaches of the allotment. Impacts
are not anticipated at intensity such that
negative impacts to the species would
occur — a no effect determination exists
for these species.

In addition, the allotment is located
downstream and not within proposed
critical habitat for yellow-billed cuckoo.
Also, the nearest known greater
sage-grouse lek is located 9 miles from
the allotment and not located within a
BLM or UDWR identified sage-grouse
priority habitat area — analysis for these
species will not be brought forward.

Brandon McDonald 10/30/2014

NP Woodlands/Forestry No woodlands or forestry resources
exist within the allotment.

Dave Palmer 08.26.2014

FINAL REVIEW:
Reviewer Title Signature Date Comments
Environmental Coordinator Stephanie Howard 01/18/

2016
Authorized Officer Michelle Brown 01/18/

2016

Appendix A Interdisciplinary Team Checklist



This page intentionally
left blank



Environmental Assessment 65

Appendix B. Map of Allotment
To see the first map click here:Map of Allotment Depicting Previous Lower Showalter Area

To see the second map click here:Map of Wildhorse Bench Allotment

Appendix B Map of Allotment

https://ilmnirm0ap601.blm.doi.net:9944/epl-front-office/projects/nepa/39879/58125/62916/WHB_LS_map_for_range_mtg_2015.pdf
https://ilmnirm0ap601.blm.doi.net:9944/epl-front-office/projects/nepa/39879/58130/62921/Wildhorse_Bench_Allotment_Map_for_EA.pdf
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Appendix C. Copy of Current Grazing
Permit

To see the copy of the current grazing permit click here:Copy of Current Grazing Permit

Appendix C Copy of Current Grazing Permit

https://ilmnirm0ap601.blm.doi.net:9944/epl-front-office/projects/nepa/39879/58126/62917/DOC001.pdf
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Appendix D. Utah Rangeland Health
Standards and Guidelines

To see the current Utah Rangeland Health Standards 1 to 4 click here:Copy of Utah Rangeland
Health Standards

Appendix D Utah Rangeland Health Standards
and Guidelines

https://ilmnirm0ap601.blm.doi.net:9944/epl-front-office/projects/nepa/39879/58127/62918/DOC004.pdf
https://ilmnirm0ap601.blm.doi.net:9944/epl-front-office/projects/nepa/39879/58127/62918/DOC004.pdf
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Appendix E. 2014 Rangeland Health Site
Evaluations and Information

To see site evaluation forms and other information click here:Copy of Rangeland Health Site
Evaluations/Information

Appendix E 2014 Rangeland Health Site
Evaluations and Information

https://ilmnirm0ap601.blm.doi.net:9944/epl-front-office/projects/nepa/39879/58129/62920/DOC006.pdf
https://ilmnirm0ap601.blm.doi.net:9944/epl-front-office/projects/nepa/39879/58129/62920/DOC006.pdf
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Appendix F. Concurrence Letter of
Determination Received from Utah Division

of State History
To see the letter click here:Copy of Concurrence Letter

Appendix F Concurrence Letter of Determination
Received from Utah Division of State History

https://ilmnirm0ap601.blm.doi.net:9944/epl-front-office/projects/nepa/39879/58128/62919/DOC005.pdf
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Appendix G. Consultations: Copies of the
2009 and 2010 (amended 2009) Biological
Opionions: Uintah Basin hookless cactus
(Sclerocactus wetlandicus) and Clay

reed-mustard (Schoenocrambe argillacea)
species, and others. Copy of the 2009

Consultation for the Previous Term Permit
Renewal EA

To see the 2009 BO click here: 2009 Biological Opinion

To see the Amended 2009 BO (March 2010) click here: 2009 Biological Opinion as Amended

To see the 2009 Consultation click here: 2009 Term Permit USFWS Consultation

Appendix G Consultations: Copies of the 2009 and
2010 (amended 2009) Biological Opionions: Uintah
Basin hookless cactus (Sclerocactus wetlandicus)

and Clay reed-mustard (Schoenocrambe argillacea)
species, and others. Copy of the 2009 Consultation

for the Previous Term Permit Renewal EA

https://ilmnirm0ap601.blm.doi.net:9944/epl-front-office/projects/nepa/39879/58201/62993/Permit_Renewal_BO_-_09.pdf
https://ilmnirm0ap601.blm.doi.net:9944/epl-front-office/projects/nepa/39879/58206/62998/Amendment_BO_7_01_09.pdf
https://ilmnirm0ap601.blm.doi.net:9944/epl-front-office/projects/nepa/39879/58264/63059/DOC000.pdf
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Appendix H. Wildlife Species List:
Threatened, Endangered, Candidate

and Utah Special Status Animal Species
including Partners-in-Flight Species of

Concern
To see the list of species click here: Wildlife Species List

Appendix H Wildlife Species List: Threatened,
Endangered, Candidate and Utah Special Status

Animal Species including Partners-in-Flight
Species of Concern

https://ilmnirm0ap601.blm.doi.net:9944/epl-front-office/projects/nepa/39879/58288/63096/Wildlife_TandE_species_list.pdf
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